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If Mr. Rosenstein is true to his word,
that he believes this investigation
must be ‘‘fair, free, thorough and po-
litically independent,” if he believes,
as I do, that the American people must
be able to have faith in the impar-
tiality of this investigation, he must
appoint a special prosecutor and get
his investigation out of the hands of
the FBI and far away from the heavy
hand of this administration.

Mr. Rosenstein has the authority to
appoint a special prosecutor right now.
He needs no congressional authoriza-
tion. This would simply be a step that
he could take, as outlined in the De-
partment of Justice guidelines and in a
law passed after Watergate, to get an
independently minded prosecutor who
would be insulated from various pres-
sures.

A special prosecutor is not subject to
day-to-day supervision by the Attorney
General or anyone else at the Justice
Department. That means the special
prosecutor would have much greater
latitude in whom he can subpoena,
which questions they can ask, and how
to conduct an investigation. The spe-
cial prosecutor can only be removed for
good cause, such as misconduct, not to
quash the investigation.

Third, there is built-in congressional
oversight. Congress is notified when-
ever a special counsel is appointed, re-
moved, or has finished with the inves-
tigation. The appointment of a special
prosecutor would be a welcome step in
the right direction, but it is not the
only action that should be taken.

There are a great many outstanding
questions about the circumstances of
Director Comey’s dismissal, the status
of the executive branch investigation
into the Trump campaign ties to Rus-
sia, and what the future holds for these
investigations.

So I will be requesting that the ma-
jority leader call a closed, and if nec-
essary, classified, all-Senators briefing,
with the Attorney General separately
at which, and the Deputy Attorney
General separately, at which they can
be asked questions.

Some of the questions: Why was At-
torney General Sessions, who had
recused himself from the Russia inves-
tigations, able to influence the firing
of the man conducting the Russia in-
vestigation? Did Deputy Attorney Gen-
eral Rosenstein act on his own or at
the direction of his superiors or the
White House? Are reports that the
President has been searching for a ra-
tionale to fire the FBI Director for
weeks true? Was Director Comey’s in-
vestigation making significant
progress in a direction that would
cause political damage for the White
House? Why didn’t the President wait
for the Inspector General’s investiga-
tion into Director Comey’s handling of
the Clinton email investigation to con-
clude before making his decision to fire
him? Was this really about something
else?

No doubt, we will have an oppor-
tunity to question Mr. Comey, now a
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private citizen, about what happened,
but we need to hear from this adminis-
tration about what happened and why,
and what is going to happen next. That
is why, again, I am requesting that the
majority leader call a closed, and if
necessary, classified, all-Senators
briefing with the Attorney General and
the Deputy Attorney General sepa-
rately, at which they can be asked
these questions.

I hope the majority leader agrees
with me that we need to get to the bot-
tom of this and get a handle on all the
facts so that we can grapple with them.
I remind him and my Republican
friends that nothing less is at stake
than the American people’s faith in our
criminal justice system and the integ-
rity of the executive branch of our gov-
ernment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to proceed.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 51, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 125 Leg.]

YEAS—49

Alexander Flake Portman
Barrasso Gardner Risch
Blunt Grassley Roberts
Boozman Hatch Rounds
Burr Heller Rubio
Capito Hoeven Sasse
Cassidy Inhofe Scott
Cochran Isakson
Corker Johnson g?elby

range
Cornyn Kennedy Sullivan
Cotton Lankford
Crapo Lee T?u_ne
Cruz McConnell Tillis
Daines Moran Toomey
Enzi Murkowski Wicker
Ernst Paul Young
Fischer Perdue

NAYS—51

Baldwin Gillibrand Murphy
Bennet Graham Murray
Blumenthal Harris Nelson
Booker Hassan Peters
Brown Heinrich Reed
Cantwell Heitkamp Sanders
Cardin Hirono Schatz
Carper Kaine Schumer
Casey King Shaheen
Collins Klobuchar Stabenow
Coons Leahy Tester
Cortez Masto Manchin Udall
Donnelly Markey Van Hollen
Duckworth McCain Warner
Durbin McCaskill Warren
Feinstein Menendez Whitehouse
Franken Merkley Wyden

The motion was rejected.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COT-
TON). The majority leader.

————

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to proceed to executive session to
consider Calendar No. 52, Robert
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Lighthizer to be United States Trade
Representative.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Robert
Lighthizer, of Florida, to be United
States Trade Representative, with the
rank of Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—AUTHORITY FOR
COMMITTEES TO MEET

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
have 13 requests for committees to
meet during today’s session of the Sen-
ate. They include the Armed Services
Committee briefing on capabilities to
counter Russian influence in cyber-
space, a Banking Committee hearing
on North Korea, and a Homeland Secu-
rity Committee hearing on cyber
threats facing America. These commit-
tees and all the other committees are
doing important work; therefore, I ask
unanimous consent that the 13 com-
mittees be allowed to meet.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DURBIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-
sistant Democratic leader.

Mr. DURBIN. Reserving the right to
object, because of the decision last
night of the President of the United
States to terminate the Director of the
FBI and the questions that has raised,
we gathered together—the Democratic
Senators—on the floor and listened as
our leader at least suggested a path for
us to follow as an institution facing
this constitutional question. We be-
lieve it is timely, and as a result of
that, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Washington.

CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW ACT RESOLUTION

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
come to speak against the Congres-
sional Review Act resolution to over-
run an important rule that has been
put in place to protect the American
taxpayer and to protect the health of
American citizens.

For almost 100 years, the Federal
Government has regulated undue waste
in oil and gas fields. The story of oil
and gas waste is as old as the story of
oil and gas.

Early oil gushers, like Spindletop in
Texas, revealed two things about oil as
an emerging source of energy: First,
there was a huge amount of it. Second,
without rules in place, it could be eas-
ily wasted. That is why, way back in
1915, Attorney General Thomas Greg-
ory issued a report to the public about
this issue. Gregory wrote that the law
at the time allowed o0il companies to
““occupy and operate any number of
tracts of public oil land without re-
straint upon the quantities of oil pro-
duced or the methods of production and
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without rendering to the . . . govern-
ment anything in return.” One can
imagine that concern. Gregory went on
to point out that ‘‘the incentives to
speculative occupation, negligent and
wasteful operation, and excess produc-
tion become obvious.”

Some of my colleagues who are not
on the Energy and Natural Resources
Committee may not be familiar with
the law Congress passed after Attorney
General Gregory put his finger on the
waste problem. The Mineral Leasing
Act of 1920 established our modern
leasing program for oil and natural
gas. More than anything else, the leas-
ing act enshrined the principle that the
public should benefit from mineral pro-
duction on public lands. This seems
like a no-brainer today, but it took
over a decade of debate to pass the
leasing act.

One of the main parts of the leasing
act was a requirement to avoid wasting
oil and gas. There are many environ-
mental reasons to avoid wasting this
resource, but let’s be clear: It was dol-
lar signs that led to the waste provi-
sion. Overproduction would glut the
market and damage the o0il reserves,
and wasted oil provided no return to
the owners—the taxpayers.

The leasing act is still the law, and
the law says that oil and gas operators
must ‘‘use all reasonable precautions
to prevent waste of oil or gas developed
in the land.” The law says that Federal
leases must include ‘‘a provision that
such rules ... for the prevention of
undue waste as may be prescribed by
[the] Secretary shall be observed.” The
BLM’s methane rule is entirely in
keeping with that history. The rule
says that the outdated 1979 version of
this rule needed to be updated.

The rule was put in place before the
fracking took place that revolutionized
the industry, before the shale plays
opened, and before infrared imaging be-
came commonplace. What has not
changed since 1920 is that oil and gas
companies cannot waste public re-
sources on public lands.

When equipment is leaky or old, oil
and gas producers vent natural gas di-
rectly to the sky. If they do capture
the gas but have nowhere to send it,
the gas just gets burned on site. This
venting and flaring causes a big prob-
lem. This photograph shows that ac-
tual problem happening.

I am sure there are many citizens
across the United States who have wit-
nessed this and have been concerned
about what pollutants might be enter-
ing the atmosphere. The hazardous
health impacts of this are tremen-
dous—benzene, which causes cancer—
and I will talk more about that in a
minute.

The amount of venting that is hap-
pening is enough gas to supply 6.2 mil-
lion American households for a year.
According to more recent research,
even higher estimates are coming in.
That is enough gas to supply every
home in the interior West—Idaho, Mon-
tana, Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, Ne-
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vada, Arizona, New Mexico—with gas
left over for the Dakotas. Every home.
The amount of gas we waste every sin-
gle year on Federal lands would be
enough to supply Tennessee forever,
and there could be some left over for
West Virginia.

On Federal lands, operators have
more than doubled how much gas they
have flared and wasted between 2009
and today, and that is the practice we
are trying to stop. Under the old 1979
rule, operators had to apply to BLM
every time they wanted to vent or
flare. In practice, BLM, because they
did not have a new rule in place, basi-
cally just had a ‘“‘yes” or ‘‘no’ answer.
In 2014, the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment received 25 times more applica-
tions to vent or flare than in 2005.

What was happening was that we as a
Federal Government were failing in our
responding and updating the act to
make sure producers were living up to
the intent of that earlier law, so gov-
ernment watchdogs got on the issue
and started calling for a solution.

The Government Accountability Of-
fice and the Interior Department’s in-
spector general concluded that the Bu-
reau of Land Management needed to
change these rules. The Government
Accountability Office concluded in 2010
that about 40 percent of wasted natural
gas on Federal leases could be eco-
nomically captured with existing tech-
nology.

Some States had already taken ac-
tion into their own hands. In Colorado,
the State passed a strong venting and
leak detection regulation, which really
became the model for the national Bu-
reau of Land Management, and oil and
gas production has since increased.

There was a notion that in making
sure that waste was not promulgated—
that it somehow was going to slow
down the industry, but it has been just
the opposite. In fact, some of my col-
leagues and some ranchers and others
in these areas have talked about how
the United States should lead the way
on new technology to stop the leakage
and to prevent these flarings as a way
for the industry to show technology
leadership.

Also, in North Dakota, a Republican
administration passed flaring restric-
tions after years of there being uncon-
trolled flaring in the Bakken. States
took action, and various watchdog
groups and investigators here in Wash-
ington said the Bureau of Land Man-
agement needed to act. The BLM fi-
nally acted, and its final rule is similar
to the North Dakota approach. So
States have already been leaders on
this methane issue. But this patchwork
of State rules is not what we need; we
need a Federal baseline.

It is bad enough that wasted natural
gas will never have an economic use.
Making the issue worse is that every
cubic foot that is vented or flared is
another cubic foot we have to produce
somewhere else. What does that mean
for our wallets? Research by ICF Inter-
national shows that $330 million of nat-
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ural gas is wasted intentionally on
Federal lands every year. Over time,
the public is losing billions of dollars.
Over a decade, the lost royalties that
have been calculated by the Govern-
ment Accountability Office on wasted
gas will add up to $230 million. While
the final amount, of course, depends on
the price of natural gas, we cannot af-
ford to give up this revenue.

A vote for disapproving the resolu-
tion will let the oil and gas industry
roll back the clock to 1979. This resolu-
tion lets people continue avoiding giv-
ing the taxpayers their fair share. It is
another example of special interests
trumping the public interest.

Even worse than the taxpayer issue,
though, is that wasted natural gas
harms public health. That is why those
States took action. One of the most
prevailing problems on this issue is in
the Four Corners States, and my col-
league from New Mexico will be talk-
ing about this shortly.

When one looks at the entire United
States on a map that shows the
amount of waste of flaring, one can see
all of this yellow coloring in the Mid-
west—in Ohio—and in other States, but
one can see the hotspot in the Four
Corners area. The Four Corners States
have tried to take action—places like
Colorado and New Mexico, with, obvi-
ously, Arizona and Utah being af-
fected—because wasted natural gas ba-
sically releases a volatile organic com-
pound. It creates ozone and smog. It
also can make people sick. This pollu-
tion worsens asthma, emphysema, and
increases the risk of premature death.
It releases toxins, like benzene, that
cause cancer. And the methane, the
main constituent of the natural gas, is
25 times more powerful at trapping
heat than carbon dioxide.

That is why a recent analysis by the
Clean Air Task Force found that over 9
million people are exposed to these
dangerous levels of air pollution from
o0il and gas production. That is why my
colleague Senator BENNET of Colorado
has been such an outspoken advocate
of keeping this rule in place. It is be-
cause that corner of Colorado has faced
so many impacts that they want to
make sure their citizens are protected.

With the rolling back of this Federal
rule, basically what one would be say-
ing is that it is OK to continue this
level of pollution—an anathema to
what the people of Colorado have been
asking for.

0il and gas pollution can make rural
areas seem like the middle of a city. A
few years ago, NASA scientists discov-
ered a massive cloud of methane over
the Four Corners region. This is the
highest concentration of methane in
the Nation. After aerial surveys, NASA
found that over half of the methane is
from natural gas equipment, including
tanks, wells, pipelines, and processing
plants. The ozone pollution in the Four
Corners is almost as bad on some days
as in the city of Los Angeles—a city
with 300 times as many people.
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As bad as methane waste is on Fed-
eral land, this rule only targets 10 per-
cent of that wasted by the oil and gas
industry because we are targeting Fed-
eral land. It only affects a small minor-
ity of the oil and gas production. Nine-
ty-five percent of that production is in
other areas. But this rule is important
to put in place because we cannot ig-
nore the impacts on pollution, and we
cannot ignore the costs to our Federal
lands.

The Bureau of Land Management
compared the costs and benefits of this
rule without factoring in the reduc-
tions in ozone, particulate matter, or
smog, and the BLM ignored the value
of reducing carcinogens. We know that
this particular conservative analysis
shows a net benefit of between $46 mil-
lion and $204 million each year. This
makes economic sense to implement.

Under the very obsolete 1979 regula-
tion that the methane rule replaces, o0il
and gas operators had to apply to the
BLM whenever they wanted to vent or
flare natural gas. The old rules also
had no specific equipment require-
ments in place.

As I said earlier, the world has
changed dramatically since 1979 when
it comes to oil and gas production. The
new rule takes commonsense ap-
proaches to stepping up our attempts
to reduce this waste and prohibit the
venting, except in emergencies and in
some circumstances. They estimate
that it will cut the venting by 35 per-
cent. It also sets capture targets for
flaring, allowing operators flexibility
on how to meet those targets. The
BLM estimates they will reduce flaring
by 49 percent.

The rule requires operators to in-
spect their wells and their equipment.
People may have heard unbelievable
stories from California about a huge
methane leakage that caused unbeliev-
able amounts of damage. We know that
we want the best equipment, that we
want the best detection, and that we
want a strong rule in place to stop
wasting this natural gas, give the tax-
payers a fair deal, and protect the
American people from harmful levels of
pollution. That is why we want this
rule to stay in place.

With America’s increased natural gas
production, now is not the time to take
a very solid rule off the books—a rule
that protects the American people. The
technology to conduct these inspec-
tions already exists. Infrared imaging
and other technology has been sold
commercially for decades. What we are
really saying is that people just do not
want to spend the money to implement
them.

Fourth, the rule requires operators
to replace leaky equipment, like the
pneumatic controllers and pumps, and
it is trying to make sure that we elimi-
nate the methane waste.

So the final rule is in step with what
the Government Accountability Office
told us 7 years ago—that about 40 per-
cent of the waste can be captured eco-
nomically. BLM took those best prac-
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tices and State examples, as I men-
tioned, including North Dakota and
Colorado, and implemented a new rule.

It includes Colorado’s venting and in-
spection and retrofitting requirements,
and regulation 7. It includes North Da-
kota’s capture targets for flared gas in
it, and it includes Wyoming’s venting
and inspection requirements in the
Upper Green River Basin.

Not only did the Bureau of Land
Management adopt the best practices
of States, but it also included a vari-
ance provision in the final rule. Any
State or Tribe with equally effective
regulation in place can minimize their
methane waste and can apply for a
variance from the Department of the
Interior. There is a lot of flexibility
there, I would say, for States that are
trying to lead the way. But based on
this careful approach, the final rule
and its benefits are estimated, as I said
earlier, to be $204 million a year.

So the public in these States that are
most affected certainly want this rule.
As more Americans understand the
level of natural gas production and the
wasteful venting that continues to
take place, they want this rule in place
as well.

Passing the resolution just after a
few hours of debate and trying to un-
dermine this rule would go against the
330,000 public comments that were col-
lected during the process of estab-
lishing this rule. So we certainly don’t
want to overturn what was a very long
and elaborate process to put this very
important rule in place.

Proposing more waste is not going to
solve our economic challenges. Pro-
posing more pollution is not a solution.
We know that in the most recent an-
nual poll by Colorado College, western
voters said that 81 percent of them sup-
ported making sure that the Bureau of
Land Management had strong methane
rules. My colleagues appear not to un-
derstand how much the public wants to
get this implemented. I hope my col-
leagues will continue to support the ef-
fort to turn down the Congressional
Review Act resolution and instead keep
this very, very important public health
and economic taxpayer solution on the
books.

As Mark Boling, an executive with
Southwestern Energy, a major natural
gas producer, said, this resolution and
trying to turn back the rule is ‘‘a huge
mistake.”” He pointed out that it could
have ‘“‘unintended consequences for oil
and gas technology.”

So I want to make sure this rule
stays in place. Let’s keep a strong rule
on the books, as I said, for the health
of the American people and to make
sure that taxpayers get a fair deal with
these companies that are producing on
Federal lands.

I thank the Chair.

I yield to my colleague from New
Mexico, who has been outspoken on
this issue in making sure that Congress
addresses the flaring and leakage of
natural gas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
YOUNG). The Senator from New Mexico.
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Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, if I sound
a little hoarse, it is because my aller-
gies are acting up, but I feel just fine.

Let me start out by thanking Sen-
ator CANTWELL. Her leadership on the
Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee is pretty incredible.

For this Congress, I think this is the
very first CRA that has been turned
down. We have been voting on many of
them since the Congress came back in
session in January. This is the very
first victory we have had on denying
the CRA.

When we talk about what a CRA
does, it is a very blunt instrument that
has only been used once until this Con-
gress, and what it does is just blow out
an entire area of the law. So if you talk
about this BLM methane rule and you
have a part of the law that says the
government shall try to prevent waste,
well, if you blow that provision of the
law out, the agency can do nothing
until we get to the point that the Con-
gress acts again, and sometimes we
move very slowly.

So I really appreciate the leadership
of Senator CANTWELL, and I want to
thank her so much and all of the mem-
bers of her committee, in particular,
Senator HEINRICH. Senator HEINRICH
serves on that committee and has been
very outspoken on this rule, and I be-
lieve his leadership has always been ac-
knowledged by Senator CANTWELL as
well.

This issue that we are debating and
that we had this good vote on is about
three things. First of all, it is about
the waste of a natural resource that
the public and the Tribes own. Let’s
talk about the resource here for a sec-
ond. We are talking about, to start
with, natural gas. So when we think of
natural gas, as many people Kknow,
what we are talking about is when you
turn on your stove, and it is a natural
gas stove, that is how we cook our
food. Many houses run and heat on nat-
ural gas, and we know now that many
of our powerplants are converting over
to natural gas because it is a very good
fuel in terms of lowering carbon emis-
sions. So natural gas is a big part of
our energy economy. It is actually
going up as coal is going down.

Look at this photograph which shows
more than $330 million of natural gas
wasted. This just shows us the huge
power of natural gas. What was hap-
pening is that natural gas was being
flared. This depicts the top at one of
these oil and gas operations. They are
just burning that up. So rather than
that energy being used at home or used
in industry, it is just being wasted. On
top of that, we know it has a massive
climate impact.

This was a very commonsense rule. I
think the thing people should under-
stand is that several Western States,
including Colorado and Wyoming,
passed an almost identical rule to deal
with this issue. All BLM tried to do
was to use that common sense from the
West, where it had already happened in
several States, and put it in place for
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the Nation. So this is a good, solid
rule, and it is a commonsense rule, and
I think it prevents waste, just like it
was laid out to do.

The second point is that when we
talk about this issue, it is about job
creation. What we are talking about
here is, when you have this kind of
waste, how do you prevent the waste?
Well, the thing we have seen in New
Mexico that occurs is that many of
these o0il and gas industries reach out
to people who maybe haven’t been in
business, and they say: How do we pre-
vent this waste? Well, actually, we use
infrared to focus on the oil and gas op-
erations and all of their pipes, and we
can detect the natural gas waste, and
then we can go about actually fixing it
at all the various fittings and places
where that happens. Guess what. A lot
of jobs are created in that process. This
is growing in New Mexico, growing in
Colorado, and with this rule in place,
over time, it is going to continue to
grow. So this is going to create some
small businesses. It has already created
small businesses, and it is going to be
pretty dramatic on that front.

The third thing that we are here
about has to do with public health. Ob-
viously, if you are venting all of this—
and as Senator CANTWELL showed, you
have a methane cloud the size of Dela-
ware over the Four Corners area; so it
is really impacting New Mexico, Colo-
rado, Utah, and Arizona—what is the
impact in terms of methane? Well, we
know there are serious public health
impacts. We know that asthma is im-
pacted by this, as well as other res-
piratory diseases—the kinds of things
that occur on a regular basis as we
have that kind of methane pollution
that goes into the air. As I mentioned
just a little bit earlier, methane is a
very, very powerful and potent green-
house gas. So we know that by releas-
ing it—the flaring that we talked
about—we are wasting it and we are
putting that methane into the atmos-
phere. We are also adding to the green-
house gases, which are warming the
planet and creating, in the Southwest,
as we know, catastrophic forest fires,
extreme weather events, impacts on
water, and impacts on agriculture. So
we know that it is here now and that
the Western States are in the bull’s-
eye.

So let me just say that these are
three commonsense things that we
have done today by asserting this rule.
We are preventing waste, we are mov-
ing job creation, and we are acting on
the part of public health.

When we have a victory like this,
there are just so many people that
should be congratulated—people that
pulled together. First of all, just to
start, Senator CANTWELL just finished,
and she is our ranking member on the
committee. Senator BENNET, I think,
was actually the blst, and I hope he
tweeted that out. When he came over,
we were at 50, and it went to 51. So he
and all of the Democrats hung together
on this—every single one of the Demo-
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crats. It just shows that when we get
Democratic unity—and with our Inde-
pendents—we come right up on about
48 votes. If we get a couple of Repub-
licans—if we work in a Dbipartisan
way—to come with us, we can have a
big impact. Who are the Republicans
who voted with us? They should be
called out and congratulated for having
courage, for having common sense, and
for stepping forward. I would just like
to say about my three friends on the
Republican side—Senator MCCAIN, Sen-
ator COLLINS, and Senator GRAHAM—
thank you so much for stepping for-
ward and seeing the commonsense na-
ture of this issue and standing to make
sure that we didn’t head in the wrong
direction on this.

Thinking a little bit about some of
the groups that voted with us and
worked with us and helped us and ad-
vised us out in the field, the groups
that stood with us shoulder to shoulder
include the Environmental Defense
Fund, the Wilderness Society, and the
Ceres business group. We had a lot of
businesses—understanding that this is
a business issue and a job creator—like
Taxpayers for Common Sense. We don’t
always see them weigh in on regula-
tions like this. The Center for Methane
Emissions Solutions, and so many en-
vironmental and public health groups,
including Earth Justice, the National
Parks Association, the League of Con-
servation Voters, the Sierra Club, and
many, many others, including the
Western Environmental Law Center,
are also a part of that.

I thought we should talk for a second
about—in addition to all of those
groups—some other groups that joined
us, and they are these medical and pub-
lic health groups that abhor natural
gas waste. Look at all of these groups
in addition to the ones I mentioned.
These are people who have real exper-
tise in public health: Allergy & Asthma
Network, American Lung Association,
American Public Health Association,
Center for Climate Change and Health,
and Physicians for Social Responsi-
bility. I have always been impressed by
that group. Here you have docs who are
stepping up, wanting to be socially re-
sponsible on things. There are many
wonderful physicians like that in New
Mexico and across the Nation, and they
have organized themselves as PSR. We
also have the Public Health Institute
and the National Medical Association.

So we have a lot of these medical and
public health groups that have stepped
forward and said: We are not going to
waste natural gas. Let me thank them.

Also, the Western Environmental
Law Center, which is in New Mexico
and works on this issue, has been a
pretty incredible group, hard-working,
headed up by a gentleman by the name
of Doug Meiklejohn, and Doug really
makes a difference on all of these
issues in New Mexico and, in par-
ticular, really helped us out here.

I would be remiss if I didn’t mention
some of the groups that have pulled to-
gether—groups of ranchers, Tribes, and
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public health groups. We just talked
about the public health groups. But
there is one rancher in New Mexico
whose sole focus has been this issue.
His name is Don Schreiber. He ap-
peared at a press conference yesterday
here in Washington with Senator BEN-
NET and Senator CANTWELL. I was at
my own press conference, and more or
less as a Senator there, speaking out
on methane. I know if Don is ever at a
press conference, he is going to say
what I would have said on this meth-
ane issue, which is that we have to pre-
vent waste. Don Schreiber is his name.
He is a rancher from Northwestern New
Mexico. He is actually up under that
methane cloud, and he talks about his
family and his ranching operation and
what the impact is.

We also have Tribes in that area. I
want to congratulate and thank Presi-
dent Begaye of the Navajo Nation. He
sent in a very persuasive statement
and made a very strong statement
against wasting natural gas.

We also had the Western Organiza-
tion of Resource Councils. This is an-
other group that has been very active
in the West. They stepped forward on
this natural gas waste issue, and we are
incredibly thankful to them.

Also, we never get anything done
around here on the Senate floor with-
out our wonderful staff. I want to
thank Jonathan Black, who has
worked on this issue for many years.
Jonathan actually worked for Senator
Bingaman on the Energy and Natural
Resources Committee, so he brought a
lot of that expertise. We have a young
man from the office sitting here with
me on the floor, Sean MacDougall,
helping me with these charts. Sean is a
congressional fellow in our office on
loan from the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, and he has brought a lot of
knowledge to the table.

Mr. President, to reiterate, I oppose
H.J. Res. 36—the Congressional Review
Act resolution to disapprove the Bu-
reau of Land Management’s methane
and waste prevention rule. BLM’s rule
prevents the unnecessary waste of a
public resource and makes sure New
Mexicans—and all American tax-
payers—get fair value in return for
commercial use of that public resource.

The rule requires oil and gas facili-
ties operating on public and Indian
lands to prevent unnecessary flaring,
venting, and leaking of methane. Rig-
orous analysis shows that the overall
benefits to the American public far
outweigh the costs, and technology to
implement the rule is readily available
and cost-effective to industry.

The current BLM rules on natural
gas waste are over 35 years old, issued
in 1979. Federal watchdog agencies
have been issuing reports for almost a
decade—recommending that the BLM
update its rules and prevent waste
wherever possible.

With new technologies like hori-
zontal drilling, the amount of gas wast-
ed in recent years has increased signifi-
cantly. From 2009 to 2013, the total
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amount of natural gas flared on BLM
land doubled.

We throw the phrase ‘‘common
sense’” around a lot these days when we
talk about laws or regulations we like,
but the BLM’s waste prevention rule
really is a commonsense rule.

Over the past 4 months, Congress has
repealed 13 Federal rules using CRA au-
thority. These regulations involved
years of work by the agencies and were
developed transparently through the
public notice and comment process.
Congress overturned these rules with-
out public input, hearings, or debate.

I understand repeal of ‘‘burdensome’
Federal regulations is a strong rallying
cry, and I wholeheartedly agree that
Federal regulations should not be over-
ly burdensome.

The BLM’s waste prevention rule is
good for the American public, and the
cost to industry is de minimus. In fact,
there is benefit to industry from in-
creased production and the resulting
increase in revenues. The BLM’s rule is
one rule that should not get swept up
in the political tide of CRA repeal.

Congress has spoken loud and clear
that the BLM has an obligation to pre-
vent waste of oil and gas on public and
tribal lands starting with the 1920 Min-
eral Leasing Act.

That act—governing leases on BLM
lands—requires every lease to contain
provisions for ‘‘the prevention of undue
waste. . . .”

Federal law obligates the BLM to
make sure the public gets a fair return
from profits generated by oil and gas
leases on public lands. The 1976 Federal
Lands Policy and Management Act re-
quires that ‘‘the United States receive
fair market value of the use of the pub-
lic lands and their resources. . . .”

The 1982 Federal Oil and Gas Royalty
Management Act obligates these same
oil and gas companies to pay the Fed-
eral Government ‘‘royalty payments on
oil or gas lost or wasted.”

Congress has determined that oil and
gas companies extracting resources on
public lands can’t waste the resource,
and, if they do, they must pay fair
market value to the American public.

Despite Congress’s prohibition
against waste, tremendous volumes of
oil and gas under BLM lease are wasted
each year through flaring, venting, and
leaks.

Operators do not always use best
practices when they flare and vent.
Some even abuse the practice. As a re-
sult, operators vent and flare signifi-
cant amounts of oil and gas that are
economically recoverable.

Natural gas is colorless and odorless,
so you can’t see leaks with the naked
eye. Operators do not always use best
practices to detect and prevent leaks
either, but we now have readily avail-
able technology, like infrared cameras,
that quickly and easily identify leaks.
We don’t let leaky pipes in our homes
go unattended. For-profit companies
shouldn’t be given a free pass to let gas
leak on public lands.

0Oil and gas operators under BLM
leases reported flaring and venting 462
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billion cubic feet of natural gas from
2009 through 2015. That is enough gas to
supply over 6.2 million households for
one year. That is every household in
the States of New Mexico, Colorado,
Montana, North Dakota, South Da-
kota, Utah, and Wyoming.

An independent study by ICF Inter-
national estimates that, in 2013 alone,
65 billion cubic feet of gas was wasted.
That includes over 18 billion cubic feet
from tribal lands, with an estimated
loss to the American public of $27 mil-
lion in royalties.

The amount of oil and gas waste is
rising dramatically. Oil and gas opera-
tors report flaring has increased over
1,000 percent between 2009 and 2015. The
number of applications to vent or flare
royalty free has gone from 50 in 2005 to
622 in 2011 to 1,246 in 2014.

The BLM’s outdated rules and the
loss of royalties caught the attention
of the Government Accountability Of-
fice years ago.

A 2010 GAO report estimated that ap-
proximately 128 billion cubic feet of
natural gas was vented or flared from
Federal leases in 2008 and that approxi-
mately 50 billion cubic feet was eco-
nomically recoverable. That recover-
able gas represented $23 million in lost
royalties in 1 year.

The 2010 GAO report highlighted real
world experiences, where operators
made money by putting in technologies
to recover gas instead of venting or
flaring. One large producer in the San
Juan Basin installed equipment that
reduced venting by 99 percent. That
same company reported increased reve-
nues of $56.8 million, from a $1.2 million
investment in technology to reduce
emissions during well completion. That
is money well spent.

The San Juan Basin is one of the old-
est and most productive gas-producing
areas in the United States. It lies in
the Four Corners area, where my home
State of New Mexico touches Arizona,
Colorado, and Utah.

That area is home to a methane ‘‘hot
spot,” with the highest concentration
of methane in the Nation.

In 2010, the GAO pointed out what
was obvious, that the BLM’s decades-
old guidance did not take account of
current technology to reduce venting
and flaring. The GAO recommended
that the BLM update its regulations to
address the avoidable loss of gas on
public lands.

There are other GAO reports, but I
will talk about one more.

In 2016, the GAO issued a report enti-
tled, ‘“‘Interior Could Do More to Ac-
count for and Manage Natural Gas
Emissions.” It detailed the BLM’s
highly inconsistent practices approving
royalty-free venting and flaring inci-
dents.

Looking at a random sample of oper-
ator requests to vent or flare from fis-
cal year 2014, the GAO found that fully
90 percent had inadequate documenta-
tion, but, despite the bad documenta-
tion, the BLM approved 70 percent of
the requests, almost half of which were
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for royalty-free venting or flaring.
That is a lot of Federal, State, and
tribal royalties lost based on incom-
plete records.

The GAO is charged with helping
Congress make sure Federal agencies
are doing the best job they can for the
American public. We should not dis-
regard repeated GAO recommenda-
tions—spanning almost a decade—for
the BLM to modernize its oil and gas
royalty program.

If we pass this disapproval, the BLM
is foreclosed from updating these rules.
In the face of the GAO report after an-
other telling us that the BLM must do
better, that would be just irresponsible
to taxpayers.

Secretary Zinke has been charged to
review the BLM rule as part of the
President’s ‘“‘Energy Independence’ Ex-
ecutive order. If, after review, the Sec-
retary concludes that the BLM rule
should be modified, the Department of
the Interior can proceed to amend the
rule through the public rulemaking
process, but, when we have been told
time and time again that there is un-
necessary waste and the BLM rules
need updating, Congress should allow
the DOI review to go forward and not
permanently prevent DOI from consid-
ering how to prevent unnecessary
waste by oil and gas facilities.

Let’s not forget that half the royal-
ties from Federal leases go to State
treasuries. States use these royalties
for schools, roads, and infrastructure
projects.

My home State of New Mexico has
the second highest number of acres
under BLM lease in the country, after
Wyoming—over 4.6 million acres—and
the second highest number of BLM oil
and gas leases—over 8,000.

New Mexico has a lot at stake in the
BLM’s waste prevention rule.

ICF International estimates that the
natural gas in New Mexico that could
have been captured and marketed
under the BLM’s rule between 2009 and
2013 would have been worth more than
$100 million a year and would have pro-
duced $43 million in royalty payments
for our State.

In New Mexico, those royalty pay-
ments are used in part for educational
materials in the public schools. That is
textbooks, digital materials, science
supplies, art supplies, and accessible
materials for students with disabil-
ities. That $43 million would have gone
a long way for New Mexico schoolkids.

Many of you may be aware of the
methane ‘‘hot spot’ over the Four Cor-
ners area that I talked about earlier.
The hot spot covers about 2,500 square
miles—the size of the State of Dela-
ware.

This single cloud comprises nearly 10
percent of all methane emissions from
natural gas in the United States. The
San Juan Basin is ranked No. 1 in per
capita methane pollution in the U.S.

Scientists have been researching the
sources of this methane plume. When
the hot spot was discovered, oil and gas
companies claimed the high concentra-
tions were caused by ‘‘natural”
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sources, but researchers have found out
this is wrong. They have identified 250
sources—the majority of which are oil
and gas operations and include gas
wells, storage tanks, pipelines, and
processing plants.

Of the four States, only Colorado has
robust rules to prevent methane emis-
sions. Colorado’s rules are proving suc-
cessful, and the BLM incorporated pro-
visions from those rules.

It is important for my State that the
BLM’s waste prevention rule stay on
the books. We don’t need that methane
hot spot in our backyard and New Mex-
ico sorely needs the royalty payments
owed.

The BLM’s rule is also important for
tribes. As vice-chair of the Senate
Committee on Indian Affairs, I work to
make sure the Federal Government up-
holds all its trust responsibilities. One
of those responsibilities is making sure
tribes get the royalties they are enti-
tled to from private oil and gas compa-
nies operating on Indian lands.

Tribes receive 100 percent of the roy-
alties from the oil and gas leases on
their lands. The BLM estimates tribes
will get up to $12 million more in roy-
alties over 10 years under the rule.
That is money we have a trust respon-
sibility to make sure tribes get.

The BLM estimates the rule would
reduce emissions of volatile organic
compounds, or VOCs, by 310,000 tons
over 10 years on tribal lands. Reducing
VOC emissions means cleaner air for
tribes.

The Federal Government will not be
upholding its trust responsibility if the
BLM rule is repealed.

I have a statement from the Navajo
Nation president, Russell Begaye, de-
tailing the reasons the tribe supports
the BLM’s rule. President Begaye
states, ‘It would be contrary to BLM’s
trust responsibility to allow Navajo
Nation resources to be unreasonably
wasted, particularly when best prac-
tices can be cost-effectively employed
and are not overly burdensome to in-
dustry.”

A really important cobenefit of the
rule is protection of public health.
Toxic chemicals like benzene—harmful
to the public, carcinogenic—are emit-
ted with methane. Reducing methane
emissions will reduce these toxic emis-
sions.

Similarly, other VOCs—that con-
tribute to ozone or smog—are emitted
with methane. Reducing methane emis-
sions will reduce smog formation.
Smog irritates the respiratory system,
reduces lung function, and aggravates
asthma—among other public health
problems.

Without the Rule, not only do we
lose royalties for hospitals, schools,
and roads, but citizens pay more for
their hospital visits and healthcare.

Industry arguments against the rule
do not hold up.

Industry argues the rule costs too
much and will kill jobs.

That is not true. Here are the facts.

First, the rule will result in in-
creased production and increased reve-
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nues, and the technologies and prac-
tices to prevent waste are economi-
cally feasible.

In fact, many oil and gas operations
will see a net benefit. Like the com-
pany in the San Juan Basin that got al-
most a fivefold return on its invest-
ment.

The BLM conducted an exhaustive
cost-benefit analysis of the rule.

Looking at the average cost to a
company to implement the rule, the
BLM found that profits would be re-
duced by only 0.15 percent, a bit over
one-tenth of 1 percent. That is mini-
mal.

That cost does not even count the
savings to industry from increased pro-
duction and increased revenues.

In fact, the BLM found that net eco-
nomic benefits to industry could be as
much as $47 million per year—taking
into account the savings from in-
creased revenues.

If the benefits of reducing methane
are included, the overall net benefit is
huge—up to $204 million annually.

That number does not even count the
public health benefits from reduced
ozone and hazardous pollutants.

Opponents have exaggerated the
costs to industry, and they have not
taken into account the benefits to
States, tribes, and the public.

Finally, there is no evidence any-
where that the rule will cost even one
job.

In fact, the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics has recorded 2,700 new jobs since
November 2016, while the price of oil
has stayed flat. This month, the Baker
Hughes rig count showed 300 more rigs
drilling for oil and gas since the BLM
rule came into effect. This is an in-
crease in production of over 50 percent.

Colorado issued the most comprehen-
sive rules to date to decrease methane
emissions, and not only have no jobs
been lost, but jobs have been gained as
new companies and technologies fo-
cused on inspection, monitoring, and
compliance have opened. These are
good American jobs.

In New Mexico, we have at least 11
new companies in the methane mitiga-
tion business, and I want to see that
number grow.

Even if the rule were to force an op-
erator to shut down, that company
would be eligible for exemption from
the requirements.

So job loss is not an issue.

Second, we hear that the BLM’s rule
is duplicative and unnecessary, that
the EPA’s methane rule is adequate,
and that States are already regulating
methane.

Here are the facts.

The EPA’s rule only applies to new
and modified oil and gas operations.
The BLM’s rule applies also to existing
facilities. This is a big difference be-
tween the rules. Making sure all cur-
rent operations prevent waste is crit-
ical to making sure taxpayers get the
benefit owed.

The BLM’s rule covers areas not cov-
ered by other Federal or State rules,
like wasteful routine flaring.
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Not all States have passed methane
waste prevention rules. My home State
of New Mexico has not. New Mexico
needs to reduce methane emissions.

Also, States and tribes may get a
variance if they have similar rules that
achieve the same results.

The BLM worked with the EPA and
States to ensure the rule works for
them and does not impose conflicting
or redundant requirements.

Just last week, the EPA announced a
90-day delay on its own methane con-
trol rule based on industry’s objections
to regulation. More concerning, the
EPA withdrew its information request
from industry that was intended to
help EPA determine how to address
methane emissions from existing oil
and gas sources. These EPA actions
mean the BLM rule is needed more
than ever to reduce natural gas waste
and the proper collection of royalties.

Third, we hear that the BLM lacks
the authority to regulate methane
waste.

In January of this year, the U.S. Dis-
trict Court of Wyoming denied a pre-
liminary injunction to block the rule.
The court found that the rule ‘‘unam-
biguously’” was within the BLM’s au-
thority.

The Congressional Review Act is a
blunt tool, and it is the wrong tool for
Congress to use to change provisions in
BLM’s methane waste prevention rule.
Disapproval under the CRA would per-
manently block the BLM’s authority
to reform outdated rules, reforms that
the GAO began recommending almost a
decade ago.

The BLM should not be prevented
from making sure the Federal Govern-
ment meets its obligations to States,
tribes, and taxpayers—the obligation
not to waste public resources and to
make sure the public gets a fair return
on the for-profit use of public re-
sources.

For these reasons, I oppose the CRA
to disapprove the BLM’s waste preven-
tion rule.

Just as a final word to summarize
why we are here and why this victory
was so important and why we need to
hang tough on this: This could be
changed if they decide to do another
vote or if they try to do another piece
of legislation or something. The core of
this needs to be protected. We are here
because we don’t want to waste our
natural resources, which belong to the
people of America and belong to the
Tribes. We want to create jobs, which
is what this BLM methane waste pre-
vention rule does. It creates jobs, and
it protects the public health.

I believe we are going to have a cou-
ple other speakers. I know Senator
HEINRICH is going to be here.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO MEET REQUEST

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, all of us,
every Member of the U.S. Senate, all
100 of us, whether we are Republicans
or Democrats, want the U.S. Senate to
function. We ought to want the Senate
to be able to accomplish its work. It is
a challenge all the time but learning
what transpired this morning on the
Senate floor, in my view, reaches an-
other low for the Senate.

It is hard to explain, but it takes
unanimous consent for committees to
meet while the Senate is in session,
and that is a request that is made on
an ongoing basis when the Senate con-
venes, and it happened again this
morning. Almost without exception, it
is routine. The rules require that 2
hours after the Senate convenes, no
committee can then meet unless there
is agreement. So the majority leader
today requested that the unanimous
consent be granted, just like in almost
every other day in the Senate, but
what was different today was an objec-
tion was raised by the minority whip,
and apparently the explanation is it is
because of the firing of the Director of
the FBI last night.

Now, how the Senate is functioning
or not functioning seems to me to be
unrelated to what transpired last night
relating to the Director of the FBI. So
in this place, where we are trying to do
the people’s work and make decisions
and do good for America, the spillover
over partisan politics, the spillover
about playing a political game, high-
lighting a point has now caused the
Senate to not be able to conduct hear-
ings today. In fact, the minority Mem-
bers of the Senate were instructed, re-
quested, on their own volition—all left
the hearings that were already being
conducted this morning in protest over
what transpired last night.

I am of a view that this is a diverse
country. I am of a view that people of
the U.S. Senate represent folks from
across the country with different phi-
losophies, different political parties,
different people, different backgrounds.
We all bring to the Senate a set of
characteristics that are different, one
from another, but I have great regard
and respect for every Senator’s point of
view, and I would say that every Sen-
ator ought to have the ability to ex-
press their views on behalf of their con-
stituents, but we can only do that if we
allow the Senate to function.

I was on the Senate floor not long
ago praising the fact that we finally
were successful in the appropriations
process; that we passed the fiscal year
2017 appropriations bill. For too long,
the appropriations process has been
broken down, and we have conducted
business in the United States by con-
tinuing resolution. I thought we were
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back on a path in which there was
enough agreement, respect among
Members, enough setting aside of par-
tisan differences to actually accom-
plish legislation. I was pleased that we
did that, but today we fall back into
the pattern of when something happens
we want to make a political point. We
then obstruct the ability of others in
the Senate to conduct their work, to
express their opinion, to gather the in-
formation they need.

This came to my attention—what
transpired today—because this after-
noon at 2:30 was scheduled a hearing by
the Senate Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee. That hearing has absolutely
nothing to do with the FBI. We have
the new Secretary of the Department
of Veterans Affairs scheduled to testify
about the Department’s plan for modi-
fications to a program called Choice
that is important to me, my constitu-
ents, and to the veterans of Kansas. I
was so pleased the hearing had been
scheduled, and I was looking forward to
the questioning and having a conversa-
tion with the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs about how to
make this system of Choice work for
veterans who live in Kansas, from the
rural side of our State to the suburban
and urban side of our State, but be-
cause of a pique of anger, political pos-
turing, and partisanship, the hearing is
apparently no longer able to take
place. The hearing this morning, which
could only last for an hour and a half
and which I guess the minority mem-
bers walked out—seemed to me, at
least sounded like, to be things that
would be very important for us to pur-
sue.

The Armed Services Subcommittee
on Emerging Threats and Capabilities
was to have a closed briefing this
morning. The Homeland Security Com-
mittee was to examine cyber threats
facing America, focusing on an over-
view of the cyber threat landscape. The
list is significant in the things that we
ought to be paying attention to, and
yvet, because of an objection, those
hearings will not take place or were
shortened or disrupted by only one par-
ty’s participation.

I am not here trying to create fur-
ther partisanship between Republicans
and Democrats. I am here trying to re-
mind ourselves that there is value in
allowing cooperation between the mi-
nority and majority, not for our own
benefits but for the benefit of the coun-
try and the citizens we represent. Ev-
erything does not have to be partisan.
Everything does not have to be polit-
ical.

Today we see the Senate sliding back
into the habit of making things that
we have really nothing to do with and
weren’t the cause of taking place—ap-
parently to make a political point and
perhaps to score votes for support in a
political way. We ought to all, as U.S.
Senators, respect the opinions, values,
and the positions of others, but we do
that in a setting in which we all come
together, not in which we cancel meet-
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ings as a result of a political state-
ment.

I appreciate the opportunity to ex-
press my concerns about what has
transpired and to ask for us to go back
to the time in which we worked to-
gether on a daily basis and we don’t
use an excuse to shut down the com-
mittee hearing process.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMERICAN HEALTH CARE ACT

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I rise to
speak Dbriefly about the American
Health Care Act that was passed last
week in the House of Representatives. I
thought a lot about this bill over the
past few days and over the weekend. I
talked to friends, I read about it, and I
did as much analysis as I possibly
could, given the fact that we don’t
have a Congressional Budget Office
analysis of this complicated and impor-
tant piece of legislation. I have con-
cluded that it is the most ill-conceived,
damaging, and downright cruel piece of
legislation that I have ever seen a leg-
islative body pass in my adult life.

It drastically cuts support for Ameri-
cans’ ability to obtain health insur-
ance. In Maine—again, as near as we
can tell, because we don’t have the
final analysis—the preliminary num-
bers are this. Maine, under the Afford-
able Care Act, through the payments
to individuals and other support, is re-
ceiving about $354 million a year com-
ing via the Affordable Care Act. After
this bill, it appears that the number is
$80 million a year—$364 million to $80
million. That is almost an 80-percent
cut. No one can tell me the people of
Maine are going to have better
healthcare with an 80-percent cut in
the funds going to support their ability
to do so. It just doesn’t make sense.

The way this bill works is, it is a tax
on the elderly. Under the Affordable
Care Act, there is a rule that policies
for older people, 50, 55, 60, cannot ex-
ceed three times the rate of policies for
younger people. We all know that
younger people’s policies do in fact
cost somewhat less because they tend
to be healthier, but the rule was no
more than 3 to 1. Under the bill that
was passed by the House last week, it
is now 5 to 1. That is an elder tax, and
Maine happens to be the most elder
State in the United States. If they had
taken a blank sheet of paper and said:
We want to write a bill to harm the
people of Maine, it would have been
this bill.

There also is a massive cut to Med-
icaid—3$880 billion—and the sponsors to
this bill claim that they are helping
the deficit. How are they doing it? By
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shifting the cost to the States—shift
and shaft. Balancing the Federal budg-
et by simply taking costs that are now
borne by the Federal Government and
passing them off to the States is not
responsible fiscal policy.

Why don’t we just have the States
fund the U.S. Air Force? That would
save us billions of dollars a year—prob-
ably $100 billion a year. Shift that to
the States—and $880 billion shifted to
the States.

Then there is what I call the figleaf—
the preexisting condition provision
which talks about the Maine plan,
which was a plan that preceded the Af-
fordable Care Act, which did give pro-
tection for preexisting conditions, but
it was adequately funded. It cost about
$64 million a year to fund our pre-
existing plan. Again, because we don’t
have the precise figures—but it looks
like under this new bill, that $64 mil-
lion would be $20 million, one-third as
much, a two-thirds reduction. It is not
a real preexisting condition plan; it is
a figleaf. It is to say to people: We are
covering preexisting conditions—non-
sense, not true.

Of course, the final piece of this bill
is a massive tax cut for the top one-
tenth of 1 percent of people in this
country. They will not even notice it,
but the people who lose their
healthcare will notice.

Now, under the Affordable Care Act,
there is a list of essential benefits
which includes mental health and sub-
stance abuse. That is a big deal. That
allows and assures people to have cov-
erage for these very damaging and dan-
gerous, in the case of substance abuse,
conditions. Under this bill that passed
in the House, States can waive those
provisions and the waiver is very easy.
The standards for the waiver are very
easy, and if the Federal department
doesn’t respond in 60 days, the waiver
is automatically provided. In those
States when they have a waiver, men-
tal health and substance abuse services
could be covered under a specialized
plan which would be very expensive. By
the way, this waiver covers both the
individual market and employer-based
coverage. How many people will be im-
pacted? We do not know because we do
not have an analysis from the Congres-
sional Budget Office.

I want to talk for the remainder of
my time about opioids and what this
bill would do on that.

We are in the midst of a crisis in
Maine and across the country. It is the
most serious public health crisis in my
adult life. In Maine, with regard to sub-
stance abuse and overdose deaths, you
can see what has happened in the last
5 years. More than one person a day is
dying of an overdose. Across the coun-
try, it is four an hour. We have turned
ourselves inside out in this country in
order to deal with the threat of ter-
rorism, for example, which was en-
tirely appropriate. Yet what if we had
a terrorist attack that was Kkilling
37,000 people a year across our country,
and we were just sort of going along,
business as usual?
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I have been working on this issue
since I got to the Senate. I have been
meeting with people throughout
Maine—in hospitals and in recovery—
and meeting with families and parents
and law enforcement. The one thing
that comes through loud and clear is
that treatment works and that we need
it and that we do not have enough
available beds in Maine and across the
country.

This is a terrible disease, but the
most tragic thing of all is when some-
one finally reaches the point at which
he is ready to ask for help and he is
told ‘““‘Sorry, there is a 3-week wait’’ or
“There is a 3-month wait.”” That is
when lives are lost and families are de-
stroyed.

Treatment does work. I have met
with people for whom it has worked
and changed their lives. I have a friend
in Portland named Andrew Kiezulas,
who I believe is graduating this week-
end from the University of Southern
Maine. He has been through this. He
has been to the bottom, and he is now
on the mountaintop. He knows treat-
ment works, and it has made a dif-
ference in his life. Without it, he would
not be where he is today. Justin Reid,
another young man from Southern
Maine, was in the throes of addiction
and escaped. He now runs a sober house
and volunteers for a program with his
local police department.

Access to treatment is much easier
with health insurance and with suffi-
cient Medicaid support. The House bill
simply makes it more difficult to ac-
cess treatment. It penalizes the very
people who have taken the hard step to
say that this is what they need.

Let me tell you a story. Matt Braun
is from Cape Elizabeth, ME, right out-
side of Portland. In 2009 Matt entered
treatment for opioid addiction. His par-
ents, who were strong, middle-class,
professional people, purchased what
they thought was good health insur-
ance for their family. After 5 days of
treatment, they received a call that
the insurer was not going to pay for
any more. We have decided your son
only needs 5 days. His parents argued,
and the medical staff argued. They fi-
nally won. They got 7 days of treat-
ment. Those extra 2 days made a dif-
ference.

The insurance company said that it
was not going to help, that he was
going to be a chronically relapsing,
drug-addicted person, so they were
going to stop at 7 days. They said he
would not make it. His parents did not
give up.

Matt stayed in treatment and has
been sober ever since 2009. He is suc-
cessful. He is getting ready to take the
MCAT. He wants to go to medical
school. His goal is to approach addic-
tion from the perspective of a health
professional and offer care and support
to people who are struggling in the way
he did.

“It is frustrating how insurance com-
panies dictate what treatment looks
like and what a life is worth,” said
Matt.
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Getting treatment for substance
abuse disorder is not easy, but this bill,
the American Health Care Act, which
is a misnamed bill—it should be the
American Take Away Health Care
Act—only makes it worse.

On top of all of this, the administra-
tion has recently indicated that it is
talking about essentially dismantling
the Office of National Drug Control
Policy—the highest level to be working
on this problem in a coordinated way
in the Federal Government. Here we
are, in the midst of the most serious
drug crisis in the history of this coun-
try, and the administration is talking
about gutting the very office that is
supposed to lead the fight. It would
have been as if, in the middle of World
War II, we had abolished the Depart-
ment of Defense. It makes no sense. It
is moving in absolutely the wrong di-
rection.

By supporting this healthcare bill—
or non-healthcare bill—in the House of
Representatives, which will drastically
cut Medicaid, drastically cut reim-
bursements for health insurance, dras-
tically limit the availability of cov-
erage for preexisting conditions—by
the way, drug addiction could be one—
and drastically eliminate the essential
benefits provisions of the Affordable
Care Act, we are just making it worse.

The Office of National Drug Control
Policy has things like the Drug-Free
Community Support Program, which
administers small grants to small
towns. That can make a real difference.
Last fall, 18 Maine programs each re-
ceived $125,000, and the DFC’s 2014 na-
tional evaluation report said that there
was a significant decrease in the 30-day
use of prescription drugs for youth in
communities with one of these pro-
grams.

Prevention is one of the things we
need to work on, and it is one of the
things we need to understand. Yet
talking about this problem is not going
to solve it. Treatment is going to solve
it. Money for treatment is going to
solve it. Beds for treatment are going
to solve it. Detox centers are going to
solve it. More resources to law enforce-
ment are going to solve it. More re-
sources to the Coast Guard, in order to
interdict drug shipments coming into
this country, are going to solve it.

There is no single answer, but at the
core is commitment. Passing this bill
from the House, which drastically un-
dermines all of those elements of treat-
ment and prevention, and then talking
about dismantling the office that has
led this fight in the entire Federal Gov-
ernment, is beyond comprehension in
the midst of where we are.

If this graph were doing this, if it
were going down, I would be OK with
it. But it is not going down; it is going
up. It is getting worse, and we have to
deal with it.

As we work through this issue of
healthcare—hopefully we are going to
start with a blank sheet of paper over
here—I hope we will bear in mind that
one of the most serious health prob-
lems in the country today is opioid
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abuse. This is not all about ideology,
and it is not about policy. It is about
people. It is about Matt, and it is about
Andrew. It is about the thousands and
millions of people across this country
who are struggling, who want to lead
productive lives, and who want to con-
tribute to their communities. All they
need is to have that moment when
treatment is available, when a helping
hand is available, when caring is avail-
able to help them escape the throes of
this terrible disease and rejoin their
communities and their families. That
is what we have to keep in front of us
as we work here in this body. We can
make a difference in people’s lives, but
in leaving them behind, we will cer-
tainly not do so.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
ERNST). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, what
is the parliamentary situation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is considering the Lighthizer nomi-
nation.

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Chair.

FIRING OF JAMES COMEY

Madam President, I couldn’t help but
think, with the discussions earlier
today, that the President’s dismissal of
FBI Director James Comey is so inap-
propriate that it is hard to know where
to begin.

In less than 4 months, this President
has pushed our country to the edge of
a constitutional crisis—a crisis that in
many ways seems more complex, and
potentially more threatening, than the
one instigated by President Nixon’s
order to fire the special prosecutor who
was investigating Watergate.

First, I think we can easily dismiss
President Trump’s transparent pretext
for dismissing FBI Director Comey.

President Trump claims to have re-
moved the FBI Director because of his
unfair treatment of Secretary Clinton.
This does not pass the laugh test, and
we know it is not true. President
Trump celebrated Director Comey’s
mistakes in handling the Clinton email
investigation. He encouraged leaks
from the FBI. He pressed Director
Comey to release more embarrassing
evidence. He even praised Director
Comey after the Director’s misguided
letter to Congress last October. Yet,
now, the President would have us be-
lieve that these same events compelled
him to fire the FBI Director more than
6 months after it occurred. This unbe-
lievable claim, if it was not so sad,
would be laughable.

The truth is that the President re-
moved the sitting FBI Director in the
midst of one of the most critical na-
tional security investigations in the
history of our country and, certainly,
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one of the most critical in my 42 years
in the Senate—a sprawling inquiry
that implicates senior officials in the
Trump campaign and administration.

The press is now reporting that
President Trump weighed firing the
FBI Director for more than a week,
after he became enraged at Director
Comey’s statements and actions in the
Russia investigation. There are even
reports that his firing may have been
precipitated by grand jury subpoenas
issued to associates of President
Trump’s former National Security Ad-
visor. I have no doubt that we are
going to learn more disturbing details
as to the President’s true motivations.
I am willing to bet anything that none
of them will be because of the feeling
that the FBI was too tough on Sec-
retary Clinton.

I am also troubled that Attorney
General Sessions played a role in Di-
rector Comey’s firing. The Attorney
General had supposedly recused himself
from the Russia investigation—and for
good reason: He was a central figure in
the Trump campaign that is now under
investigation. And he provided false
testimony to the Judiciary Committee
to hide his own contacts with Russian
officials. Having done that, it is beyond
inappropriate for him to then rec-
ommend the firing of the official over-
seeing the Russia investigation.

I ask: Does anyone really believe
that President Trump is interested in
getting to the bottom of Russia’s inter-
ference with our elections? Based on
his past performance, does anyone be-
lieve the Attorney General is inter-
ested in getting to the bottom of Rus-
sia’s interference with our elections?
Does anyone believe that the White
House will allow investigators to fol-
low the facts without interference or
obstruction at every turn?

In fact, a quick review of President
Trump’s Twitter account, where he
does most of his deep thinking, would
dispel any such illusions.

This is the same White House that
interfered with the House Intelligence
Committee’s investigation—inter-
ference so strong that the Republican
chairman in the House investigation
had to recuse himself.

This is the same White House that
reportedly sought access to the highly
classified FISA Court surveillance
order that purportedly authorized sur-
veillance of Trump associates.

This is the same White House that
demanded the FBI Director and the De-
partment of Justice issue perfunctory
statements to clear President Trump’s
name.

Even the President’s letter informing
FBI Director Comey of his dismissal
indicated the President had directly
asked the FBI Director whether he was
under investigation—three times. That
should never happen. No President
should be asking such a question. It is
stunning, but it should also be inform-
ative. It is clear that any credible in-
vestigation must take place outside
the political chain of command.
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That is why I and others have said
for months that a special counsel must
be appointed to lead the Russia inves-
tigation. A special counsel, unlike an
FBI Director or a Deputy Attorney
General, cannot be fired by the Presi-
dent. The American people must have
confidence that ours is a government of
laws, not of the whim of a President—
any President.

Frankly, our Nation is at a precipice.
There is a counterintelligence inves-
tigation into the campaign and admin-
istration of a sitting President. There
is evidence that that campaign
colluded with a foreign government
that is an adversary of ours to sway
our Presidential election. Now the
President has fired the lead investi-
gator, FBI Director Comey, under what
any fairminded person would say is ab-
surd and false pretenses.

There are several inquiries underway
into Russian interference and collusion
with Russia in the elections, but the
President has fired the head of the only
investigation that could bring criminal
charges. In fact, it has just been re-
ported that this came just days after
Director Comey asked for additional
funding for the investigation. None of
this is normal—it is something I have
never seen in Republican or Demo-
cratic administrations—and we cannot
treat it as such.

President Putin’s goal, as we now
know, last year was to undermine our
democratic institutions, to corrode
Americans’ trust and faith in govern-
ment, and to sway the outcome of the
election in favor of Donald Trump. If
we do not get to the bottom of Russia’s
interference in our democracy, Putin
will be successful. The President ap-
pears to be content with that result.
But I know, in talking with many Re-
publican Senators as well as Demo-
cratic Senators, that they are not con-
tent with it.

We have to understand, in our great
democracy, in the greatest Nation on
Earth, that we cannot allow any coun-
try to try to interfere in our elections.
We know the Russians wanted to do
that. We know President Putin wanted
to do that. We know he wants to do it
in many other countries. I think we
owe it, not only to ourselves but all
these other countries, to stand up and
say: We know what you are trying to
do; here is how you tried to do it.
America won’t stand for it, and we
hope none of our democratic allies will.

We 100 Senators may disagree on pol-
icy matters and we may have sup-
ported different candidates last No-
vember, but I respect all Senators, and
I believe we all agree on the supremacy
of the rule of law. No person, no Presi-
dent should be above the supremacy of
the rule of law. I believe we fulfill our
duty to the country if we stand united
in calling for a truly independent in-
vestigation. There simply is no avoid-
ing the fact that this cascading situa-
tion demands the prompt appointment
of an independent special counsel to
pick up the pieces of these investiga-
tions. How we respond at this moment
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is a test of our commitment to the sep-
aration of powers. It is a test of wheth-
er the Senate can truly be the con-
science of the Nation, as it should. This
is not just a scandal. The President’s
actions are neither Republican nor
Democratic. They are authoritarian.
This is an effort to undo the ties that
bind our democratic form of govern-
ment. All of us—both sides of the
aisle—must now put country over
party.

In my years here, I have worked with
both Republican and Democratic Presi-
dents. I have worked with them and
supported them, notwithstanding their
parties, in what I felt was in the best
interest of this country. I feel privi-
leged that Vermont has allowed me to
serve long enough to become, as my
predecessor was, dean of the Senate.
But I have also, in deciding to stay
here as a Senator, always had the abid-
ing faith that you can and should be
the conscience of the Nation. This
great Nation deserves no less. That
means we set aside party labels and
adopt just one label—United States
Senator.

With that, let us make sure there is
a clear, full, credible, honest investiga-
tion of how Russia tried to influence
our elections; a full, clear, thorough,
honest investigation into if Russia has
ties to anybody in our government;
and, a full, clear, honest understanding
of how we make sure that never hap-
pens again, to either Republicans or
Democrats.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PERDUE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—AUTHORITY FOR
COMMITTEE TO MEET

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, this
afternoon, the Senate Special Com-
mittee on Aging is scheduled to hold
the second part of a two-part series of
hearings that we are holding to explore
the impact of isolation and loneliness
on the health and well-being of our sen-
iors. The name of our hearing for this
afternoon is Aging With Community:
Building Connections that Last a Life-
time.

In other words, under the first hear-
ing that we had 2 weeks ago, we
learned that isolation of our seniors is
associated with a greater incidence of
depression, diabetes, and heart disease.
We also learned that the health risks of
prolonged isolation are comparable to
smoking 15 cigarettes today.

Well, this afternoon is the second
part of our investigation of this issue,
and we had planned to hear from four
experts who were going to tell us how
you can build a better sense of commu-
nity for our seniors, how you can make
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sure that our seniors are connected to
community. I want to indicate that we
have four witnesses who, at their own
expense, have flown in to participate in
this hearing this afternoon. One of
them, Lindsay Goldman, is the director
of healthy aging from the Center for
Health Policy and Programs from Rye
Brook, NY. Another is from Dover-
Foxcroft, ME. A third is from Spring
Grove, PA. The fourth is from Miami,
FL.

Each of these witnesses was chosen
in connection with my staff’s consulta-
tion with the Democratic staff of the
committee. As you can see, they rep-
resent the States of New York, Maine,
Pennsylvania, and Florida, and they
incurred great expense in order to
come here.

I am very disappointed to learn that,
due to issues that are totally outside
the purview of the Aging Committee—
completely disconnected with this non-
partisan, bipartisan look at an issue
that ought to concern all of us—we are
going to be prohibited from holding
this official hearing this afternoon. I
am baffled by this. This has nothing to
do with the firing of Jim Comey. It has
nothing to do with the Intelligence
Committee’s ongoing and successful in-
vestigation of Russian influence on our
investigations. It has nothing to do
with the healthcare debate that is
roiling this Congress.

This is a hearing that has to do with
the health and well-being of America’s
seniors. It is not political in any way,
and to ask these four witnesses, who
have come from four different States,
including the State of the Democratic
leader, to go back home and waste all
this travel money and not help us bet-
ter understand how we can deal with an
issue that affects the health and well-
being of our seniors is just plain wrong.

Therefore, Mr. President, I make a
request that the Aging Committee be
permitted to meet at 2:30 p.m. today
for its hearing, Aging With Commu-
nity: Building Connections that Last a
Lifetime. I ask unanimous consent
that the committee be allowed to
meet.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Democratic leader.

Mr. SCHUMER. Given that we have
no path forward on the horrible and
momentous events of last night from
the majority, I am constrained to ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I see
the Democratic leader is rapidly leav-
ing the floor, so he obviously does not
want to hear anything more about our
hearing, but this makes no sense what-
soever.

This is an example of the dysfunction
of the Senate. How does it make sense
that the Aging Committee, which oper-
ates in a completely bipartisan man-
ner, is being prohibited from holding a
hearing that is important to our sen-
iors and that has nothing to do with
the issues that are in the news today?
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I just don’t understand why we are
being prohibited from proceeding to do
our work, to do our important jobs on
an issue where we have four experts
from four different States, including
the State of the Democratic leader, in-
cluding a witness chosen by the rank-
ing member of the committee, and
none of that matters. We are being pro-
hibited from holding this hearing.

Mr. President, it is a great dis-
appointment to me—and I am sure it is
going to be a great disappointment to
our witnesses and our committee mem-
bers—that we are going to have to can-
cel this hearing for reasons that are to-
tally unrelated to the subject of this
hearing.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Seeing no one seeking recognition, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

FIRING OF JAMES COMEY

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I was, to
say the least, shocked last night when
I heard that President Trump had dis-
missed FBI Director Comey from his
position as the Director of the FBI. To
me, this decision by President Trump
crossed the line. I have tried to under-
stand what was going through the
President’s mind at the time he dis-
missed Mr. Comey. It is clear that he
had memorandums written by the De-
partment of Justice that were released
at the time, but there is also a clear in-
dication that President Trump had
been considering this decision for over
a week and that after he had reached
the decision to fire Mr. Comey, he
needed grounds from the Department
of Justice and that that information
was supplied to Mr. Trump for his deci-
sionmaking. This was Mr. Trump’s de-
cision.

At the time he dismissed Mr. Comey,
President Trump’s associates had been
involved in the investigation being
done by the Department of Justice.
This is a criminal investigation that is
being done by the Department of Jus-
tice because of Russia’s interference
that involved Mr. Trump’s associates
in the U.S. election system. We do not
know where that investigation is
going—we do not—but we do know now
that the President of the United States
has compromised the ability of that in-
vestigation by firing Mr. Comey. That
should not happen in American poli-
tics. No one is above the law.

The timing of Mr. Comey’s firing is
extremely suspicious. If the President
were really concerned about the FBI
Director’s conduct in the Hillary Clin-
ton email investigation, why didn’t the
President fire Director Comey when he
took the oath of office in January? It
just does not add up. No one is above
the law.
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According to news reports, President
Trump was also upset over the amount
of media coverage that the FBI Direc-
tor and the investigations were at-
tracting, and the White House asked
DOJ officials to come up with reasons.

It is clear to me that the decision to
fire Mr. Comey was a personal decision
that was reached by President Trump
and that it was known by him at the
time that it would compromise the in-
vestigation that is being done by the
Department of Justice.

I have been approached by others in
their saying that Mr. Comey was not
popular with Democrats or Republicans
and that he had done things during his
term as Director that had upset a lot of
us, which is true, but the Director of
the FBI has a 10-year term for a rea-
son—a term that is longer than the two
terms of the President of the United
States. This is not a partisan position.
The FBI is not required to be popular
with either Democrats or Republicans.
What he is required to do is to uphold
the law of the land for all Americans,
and no one is above the law. That is
what we expect from the Director of
the FBI.

President Trump has compromised
the integrity and independence of the
FBI. At this point, what can we do? I
would suggest, with regard to the
criminal investigation that is being
done by the Department of Justice,
that there is only one course of action
that will maintain the credibility of
that investigation, which is that it is
incumbent upon the Department of
Justice to name, as soon as possible, a
special prosecutor to take over that
role.

If that is not done, in my view, it will
be difficult to have the confidence of
the American people that that inves-
tigation is not being directed by those
who were supposed to be the subject of
that investigation.

I think it would also compromise the
nomination process of the next Direc-
tor of the FBI. If we do not have a spe-
cial counsel named, then there will be
so much focus on how that next Direc-
tor will handle this investigation that
we really will not have attention paid
to the other responsibilities and tal-
ents of that individual to be able to
handle the FBI’s broad jurisdiction.

If that is not resolved—the investiga-
tion and the appointment of a special
prosecutor—it is difficult to see how we
are going to have a truly bipartisan
process for maintaining support for the
FBI.

I urge the Deputy Attorney General
to name, as soon as possible, a re-
spected person as an independent pros-
ecutor to take over this investigation.

There are deeper concerns than just
the President of the United States’
hampering a criminal investigation in
which associates of his are involved be-
cause it also involves a country that is
not a friend to the United States. All of
this was triggered by Russia’s involve-
ment in our democratic election sys-
tem. We know that Russia was directly
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engaged in trying to compromise our
election system by calling into ques-
tion the confidence of our system and
trying to tilt the scales in favor of one
of our candidates. Russia made contact
with Americans in order to further its
game at bringing down our democratic
system of government.

This is not unique to the TUnited
States. Russia has used similar tactics
in other elections of democratic coun-
tries. In the Montenegro election, we
saw that Montenegrins were voting on
their government’s accession into
NATO and that Russia exported indi-
viduals into that country to try to dis-
rupt that election. They were not suc-
cessful, but they tried. Just recently,
in the French election, we saw how
Russia got directly involved in trying
to help one of the candidates who it be-
lieved would help pull France away
from the EU and create a vacuum for
Russia’s influence, but the French vot-
ers turned that down. It was not suc-
cessful, but that does not mean Russia
will not continue to try to bring down
democratic systems of government.

Mr. Trump’s casual and consistent
dismissal of the facts, as laid out by
the entire Intelligence Committee,
about Russia’s engagement in the
United States should set off alarm
bells. It cannot be business as usual.
Yet, today, President Trump and Sec-
retary Tillerson met with Foreign Min-
ister Lavrov. Today of all days, they
decided to meet like nothing has hap-
pened, but a lot has happened. Did we
see any indication that the purpose of
that meeting was to raise our strong
objections to Russia’s interference in
our election system or Russia’s com-
promising Americans to try to help in
regard to its campaign against our free
election system or Russia’s engage-
ment and encroachment into other
countries? Did we really hear a com-
mitment by the President of the
United States that we would not tol-
erate that type of behavior by Russia?
No. Business as usual. The President
wants to establish a friendlier relation-
ship with Russia.

Russia has not just tried to bring
down free elections systems; they have
invaded other countries. We know
about the active campaign in Ukraine,
the annexation of Crimea, the Russian
presence in Moldova and Georgia. I met
with the Prime Minister of Georgia
with Senator WICKER earlier today, and
he can tell you firsthand about how
their country is trying to deal with the
Russian presence in their sovereign
country.

We all know about Russia’s engage-
ment in other parts of the world. Their
engagement in Syria is bringing about
serious challenges to trying to resolve
the crisis in that country. The Russian
Government supporting the Assad re-
gime, war crime activities targeting
humanitarian convoys, targeting hos-
pitals, the use of chemical weapons—
all of that is facilitated by Russia.
That is well known, but it might be not
as well known that Russia is ambitious

S2863

in going into many more parts of the
world. Russia is now engaged in Af-
ghanistan. We have had one of our
longest wars ever in Afghanistan and
our commitment to the people of Af-
ghanistan to have a democratic govern-
ment. So Russia is now engaged with
the Taliban, trying to upset our ability
to bring all of the parties together in
unity in the government.

That, to me, is totally counter to his-
tory. We know about Russia’s presence
in Afghanistan. Does anyone believe
Russia is really sincere in maintaining
peace in that country?

Then we see Russia’s fingerprints in
Yemen, trying to get a naval base on
the Yemeni coast, showing no concern
for the humanitarian crisis that has
been created in that country. We see
Russia’s presence in Libya, supporting
General Haftar, who has committed his
own human rights violations and war
crimes and has disrupted the Govern-
ment of National Accord, which is our
best chance for peace in Libya.

We see Russia’s presence in Nica-
ragua, sending troops and equipment to
that country and now building a major
compound that many believe is being
built to spy on the U.S. compound.
That is Russia.

So to President Trump: It is not busi-
ness as usual with Russia. There is a
reason we need an independent com-
mission to investigate what Russia was
doing in the United States because
Russia is trying to create space where
they can expand their influence, and
expanding their influence is for values
that are just the opposite of ours—a
corrupt government, no respect for
human rights, no respect for demo-
cratic institutions, and opposition to a
free press. That is what Russia is try-
ing to expand. We know that in their
involvement in the United States, they
are trying to find a way to expand that
opportunity.

So it is for all of those reasons it can-
not be business as usual, and when the
President of the United States inter-
feres with a criminal investigation
that was precipitated by Russia’s en-
gagement in the United States, every
American should be alarmed. Every
American should be asking what we
can do to make sure we have an inde-
pendent review so we can take steps to
protect our national security.

It is not acceptable for the Senate to
say business as usual. We need to come
together and facilitate the independent
review of potential criminal involve-
ment of Americans in facilitating the
Russians and what they were doing,
and we need to have an independent re-
view of all of what Russia was doing in
this country so we can take the nec-
essary steps to protect our national se-
curity.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.
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Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COT-
TON). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to display water
samples from the State of Montana on
the Senate floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—AUTHORITY FOR
COMMITTEE TO MEET

Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, today
our friends across the aisle have de-
cided to hold up Senate committee
meetings. Because the Democrats ob-
ject to the dismissal of James Comey
from the FBI, they have chosen to play
politics and prevent scheduled hearings
from occurring. That means everyone
who has taken time to fly to Wash-
ington, DC, to testify before Congress—
per our request—and update us on im-
portant issues that face the Nation will
not be heard.

One of those scheduled hearings is in
the Energy and Natural Resources Sub-
committee on Water and Power, of
which I am a member. This hearing
was going to investigate the Dry-
Redwater and the Musselshell-Judith
Rural Water Systems. This is a criti-
cally important issue to Montana.

This hearing was going to focus on
water from Circle, MT. These are water
samples from different families in the
Circle, MT, area. This is from the
Arensons’ tap. This yellow-tinted
water here is from the Goods’ tap. This
cloudy sample here is from the Hances’
tap.

These are all from Circle, MT. This is
from the Carlsons’ tap. You probably
can’t see it—perhaps on camera and on
the floor—but there is particulate in
here, floating, something you wouldn’t
want to drink. This is water from the
Rosaaens’ tap. These samples all came
from a small town in Eastern Montana,
Circle, MT, and the image here to my
left is from Roundup, MT. This unac-
ceptable, unclean tap water is in the
homes of Montanans and North Dako-
tans right now as we speak.

The mayor of Harlowton, MT, a town
of about 1,000 in rural central Montana,
is here today to testify. I met with him
just yesterday. He came to our Mon-
tana coffee this morning. He spent over
$1,000 on a flight. He spent almost $600
on hotel accommodations, not to men-
tion the cost of other incidentals. Now
the Democrats will not let him speak.

Why? As the chairman of the Senate
Western Caucus, it is shameful—as
other witnesses have flown and spent
thousands of dollars—to prevent im-
proving water quality in our States.
The Arizona witness, for example,
spent $2,400 and 3 days out of the office
to come back and testify today. The
North Dakota witness spent $1,300.

Yes, the FBI needs to regain the
trust of the American people. In fact,
Senator SCHUMER on November 2 said:
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“I do not have confidence in [Comey]
any longer,” and on that very same
day, House Minority Leader NANCY
PELOSI said: ‘‘Maybe he’s not in the
right job.”

But this water, as we can see these
samples in front of me, has nothing to
do with the FBI. There are over 36,000
Americans spread across Montana and
North Dakota without access to clean
water. If the mayor of Flint, MI, flew
here to testify about the quality and
challenges facing their water system,
no one would have blocked that hear-
ing. Frankly, this is just another sign
of the marginalization of rural Mon-
tana and rural America. I was sent
here to fight for rural Montana, to
stand for rural America, and that is
what I will continue to do. This hear-
ing needs to happen today.

Mr. President, I have a request for
the Energy Committee to meet at 2:30
p.m. today. I ask unanimous consent
that the committee be allowed to
meet.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Hawaii.

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, these are not
usual times. Representing the State of
Hawaii, of course, we care about clean
water. So with all due respect to my
colleague from Montana, we under-
stand the importance of this issue to
the people of his State. However, as I
said, these are very unusual times, and,
on the President’s decision to fire Di-
rector James Comey in this manner,
under this pretext, and at this time, it
is also a total disservice to the Amer-
ican people.

This attempt, intended to derail and
disrupt the FBI’s ongoing investigation
into Russia’s attempt to disrupt or
interfere with our democracy and the
Trump team’s ties to those attempts,
should be a matter of national concern,
not a Republican or Democratic con-
cern. We need a bipartisan call for a
special prosecutor who will conduct an
impartial, thorough investigation, un-
tainted by political consideration.

Therefore, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, if I could
respond to my colleague from Hawaii.

The folks who have been derailed
today are the men and women who
have traveled thousands of miles to be
here from very small communities
across our country. They have taken
time away from work and their fami-
lies to be here to show our committees
what is going on in rural America and
the unacceptable quality of water.

Water is a basic need. We have water
samples here that I think would be
shocking to most Members in this
body. I am just saddened to see that
Democrats are going to derail these
hearings this afternoon. Yes, let’s have
a fight about the FBI and the firing of
Comey. We can have a good-spirited de-
bate about that. But why are we pre-
venting these folks from rural Amer-
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ica, who have traveled thousands of
miles, to testify today at our request.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—AUTHORITY FOR
COMMITTEE TO MEET

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I have a
request for the Indians Affairs Com-
mittee to meet today at 2:30 p.m.

First, we have a markup in the In-
dian Affairs Committee. The two bills
we are marking up are Democrat-spon-
sored bills. The first one is Senator
TESTER’s bill, from the State of Mon-
tana, which would provide support for
Native languages. I guess the summary
is that it would support the education
of Indian children. I believe it relates
to Native languages in that edu-
cational capacity. So that is one of the
bills, Senator TESTER’s bill.

The other bill we are marking up is
Senator TiM KAINE’s bill, also a Demo-
crat-sponsored bill. The short narrative
I have is this: To extend Federal rec-
ognition to the Chickahominy Indian
Tribe, the Chicahominy Indian Tribe-
Eastern Division, the Upper Mattaponi
Tribe, the Rappahonnock Tribe, the
Monacan Indian Nation, and the
Nansemond Indian Tribe.

The reason that is significant, that is
something that both Senator KAINE
and Senator WARNER—both Senators
from Virginia—have been working on
for some time. The reason it is timely
is that they have Pocahontas’s birth-
day celebration coming up, which I
think is going to be a large celebration
in the Commonwealth of Virginia.
They were hoping to have these Tribes
recognized before this birthday cele-
bration for Pocahontas. It is a timely
issue.

Obviously, we can’t advance the bill
to the Senate floor unless we mark it
up. At the request of those two Demo-
cratic Senators from the Common-
wealth of Virginia, we are scheduled to
mark up those bills and get them to
the floor and try to do it in a timely
way because of the celebration they are
trying to get prepared for. Everybody
knows the story of Pocahontas and
why that would be a big celebration
and certainly a big deal in the Com-
monwealth of Virginia.

Again, as we debate this on the Sen-
ate floor, I think Senator DAINES made
some strong points, and I would cer-
tainly appeal to our colleagues across
the aisle to consider what I just de-
scribed as far as those markups.

In addition to those markups, we also
have a hearing on several bills. The
first one is a McCain bill, and it is to
amend the PROTECT Act to make In-
dian Tribes eligible for AMBER Alert
grants.

Everybody knows what the AMBER
Alert Program is and how important
that program is to protect our young
people when they get abducted. The
reason Senator MCCAIN, from Arizona,
is bringing this bill forward is because
there was an abduction in Arizona, and
the AMBER Alert went out late. I
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think the AMBER Alert went out a day
late.

Senator MCCAIN has this PROTECT
Act so we can make sure the AMBER
Alert is working in Indian Country,
and you certainly can understand how
important it is that we do that. We
have to have a hearing on the bill
again so we can advance the bill to the
Senate floor for consideration.

The final bill that we would have a
hearing on in committee, if we are al-
lowed to meet, is a Murkowski bill,
Senator MURKOWSKI from Alaska. It
would provide the conveyance of cer-
tain property in this State.

You have to realize that the wit-
nesses—and I think certainly the good
Senator from Hawaii will appreciate
this—had to come here from Alaska,
which is quite a lengthy trip. When the
Senator travels back home to Hawaii,
that is a long trip. It is certainly a
beautiful place but a long trip to get
there. Of course, it is not inexpensive
to travel from Alaska to Washington,
DC.

Those witnesses will be out their
costs to come here if we are not able to
have the hearing, and we would have to
reschedule it. That certainly creates a
cost burden for them, which is cer-
tainly unfair and not what they would
want to have had happen on the part of
their government.

I am putting that in human terms.
Again, we are talking about two Demo-
cratic bills, and we are talking about
two Republican bills. We are talking
about constituents who have traveled a
long way to come here to have the
hearing and the markup.

Again, these are issues we should be
able to work on in a bipartisan way. I
would certainly ask for that consider-
ation. At this point, I ask for unani-
mous consent that our committee be
allowed to meet.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Hawaii.

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, of course we ac-
knowledge the importance of the mat-
ters raised by my colleague from North
Dakota and, representing my State,
the State of Hawaii, yes, there is sup-
port for education of Native people, of
Native children, which I hope will in-
clude Native Hawaiian children. That
is important as well as recognizing var-
ious Indian Tribes and the other mat-
ters that were raised by my friend from
North Dakota.

However, as I mentioned, these are
not business-as-usual times. The unto-
ward firing of the FBI Director, who
was conducting an ongoing investiga-
tion into Russian attempts to interfere
with our Democracy and the Trump
team’s ties to those attempts, should
be a matter of national concern, should
be a matter of concern to every single
Member of the Senate.

This is not a Republican or a Demo-
cratic concern. This is a threat to our
democracy. We know Russia did this.
We know we need to get to the bottom
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of this. We need to get to the bottom of
the Trump team’s ties to these efforts,
and this thinly veiled attempt by
President Trump to derail or disrupt
these investigations cannot be sus-
tained or supported.

We continue to ask for a bipartisan
call for a special prosecutor who will
conduct an impartial, thorough inves-
tigation, untainted by political consid-
erations into the Russia-Trump mat-
ter. Therefore, Mr. President, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Minnesota.

FIRING OF JAMES COMEY

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I rise
to address President Trump’s stunning
dismissal of FBI Director Comey yes-
terday evening. We know the Russians
interfered in the 2016 election. We
know the Russians did so in order to
undermine confidence in our democ-
racy. We know the Russians carried
out this attack with the goal of bene-
fiting the campaign of Donald Trump,
whom the Kremlin preferred to see win
the election. These facts have been
confirmed by our intelligence agencies.

What we don’t fully yet understand is
all of the reasons why, all the reasons
why the Russians favored Donald
Trump and whether associates of the
President or members of his campaign
assisted in the Russian operations to
sway the election in his favor.

These questions are the subject of an
ongoing counterintelligence investiga-
tion, an investigation conducted by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation and,
until last night, an investigation led by
James Comey.

As former Director Comey recently
testified to the House Intelligence
Committee, ‘“‘[Tlhe FBI, as part of [its]
counterintelligence mission, is inves-
tigating the Russian government’s ef-
forts to interfere in the 2016 presi-
dential election—and that includes in-
vestigating the nature of any links be-
tween individuals associated with the
Trump campaign and the Russian gov-
ernment and whether there was any co-
ordination between the campaign and
Russia.”

The timing of Director Comey’s dis-
missal raises serious questions, and
President Trump’s decision to abruptly
fire the man leading an investigation
that could implicate the Trump admin-
istration should shock the conscience
of every American who believes that no
man or woman is above the law and
who has faith in the fair and impartial
pursuit of justice.

The White House attempted to pre-
emptively dispel any suspicion by an-
nouncing that President Trump fired
the Director ‘‘based on the clear rec-
ommendations” of Attorney General
Jeff Sessions and Deputy Attorney
General Rod Rosenstein. The White
House released several documents to
back up that claim: a letter from Presi-
dent Trump to Director Comey, firing
him; a letter from Attorney General
Sessions to President Trump, recom-
mending that Comey be fired; and a
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memo written by Deputy Attorney
General Rosenstein, which cited the
Director’s handling of the Hillary Clin-
ton email investigation as damaging
the FBI’s reputation and credibility.
These documents create more ques-
tions than they answer.

First, the letter from President
Trump to Director Comey firing him.
President Trump, ever eager to put dis-
tance between the Russian inquiry and
himself, wrote: ‘“While I greatly appre-
ciate you informing me, on three sepa-
rate occasions, that I am not under in-
vestigation, I nevertheless concur with
the judgment of the Department of
Justice that you are not able to effec-
tively lead the Bureau.”

Again, we know the FBI is con-
ducting a criminal investigation into
whether members of the Trump cam-
paign coordinated with the Russians in
their efforts to influence the election.
Director Comey confirmed that before
he was fired. Whether President Trump
is personally under investigation by
the Bureau or whether investigators
are merely scrutinizing his advisers
and associates, the President’s clumsy
attempt at misdirection does little
more than remind us of the many un-
answered questions about his and his
people’s connections to Russia.

Second, Attorney General Sessions’
letter to President Trump. The Attor-
ney General writes that based on his
review of Deputy Attorney General
Rosenstein’s memo, which cites the Di-
rector’s handling of the Clinton email
investigation, that Attorney General
Sessions has concluded that the FBI re-
quires new leadership and a fresh start.
Attorney General Sessions rec-
ommended that Director Comey be
fired.

Attorney General Sessions should
not have had any involvement in this
decision at all. On March 2, the Attor-
ney General called a press conference
to announce: ‘I have now decided to
recuse myself from any existing or fu-
ture investigations of any matter re-
lating in any way to the campaigns for
president of the United States.”

The reason Attorney General Ses-
sions made that announcement was be-
cause news reports revealed he had pro-
vided misleading testimony in response
to a question that I asked during his
confirmation hearing; that Attorney
General Sessions had falsely stated: ‘I
did not have communications with the
Russians.” In fact, he did meet with
the Russian Ambassador during the
campaign twice.

Having provided misleading testi-
mony under oath about a matter that
could potentially be the subject of a
criminal investigation by the FBI, At-
torney General Sessions was forced to
recuse himself.

I find it deeply troubling that Attor-
ney General Jeff Sessions—who misled
the Judiciary Committee about his
own communications with the Russian
Ambassador and who pledged to recuse
himself from this investigation as a re-
sult—betrayed that pledge by involving
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himself in the decision to fire the Di-
rector of the FBI, who was leading the
investigation into Russia’s interference
in our elections, including whether
members of President Trump’s cam-
paign were involved in that inter-
ference. Attorney General Sessions was
a member of that campaign, and he
misled the committee on whether he
had met with the Russians, and he did
that under oath. That is why he
recused himself, and yet he inserted
himself in this firing.

Finally, there is Deputy Attorney
General Rosenstein’s memo, which as-
serts that Director Comey’s handling
of the Clinton email investigation
caused the public to lose confidence in
the Bureau. Director Comey spoke pub-
licly about the Clinton email inves-
tigation twice, in July and October of
last year.

Setting aside whether Director
Comey’s decision to discuss the inves-
tigation was unorthodox or broke with
Justice Department and FBI protocols,
his actions were well known to both
President Trump and Attorney General
Sessions, and both of them celebrated
his actions at the time. After Director
Comey wrote to Congress on October
28, informing us that the FBI had dis-
covered additional emails and would
therefore reopen its investigation into
Secretary Clinton, then-Candidate
Trump praised his decision. He said:
“What [Comey] did was the right
thing,” and ‘It took guts for Director
Comey to make the move that he made
in light of the kind of opposition he
had.”

Appearing on FOX Business Network,
then-Senator Sessions said that Direc-
tor Comey ‘“‘had an absolute duty, in
my opinion, 11 days [before an election]
or not, to come forward with the new
information that he has and let the
American people know that, too.”

If President Trump or Attorney Gen-
eral Sessions truly objected to the way
that Director Comey conducted the in-
vestigation into Secretary Clinton’s
emails, I suspect they would have said
so at the time rather than heap praise
upon him. But their previous state-
ments lauding Director Comey’s han-
dling of the Clinton email probe cast
suspicion on the extent to which they
relied on the Deputy Attorney Gen-
eral’s purported rationale.

Further, and this is important, if
Deputy Attorney General Rosenstein
were truly concerned that Director
Comey’s handling of the Clinton email
investigation had damaged the reputa-
tion of the Bureau, then why not wait
for the conclusion of an investigation
by the very respected DOJ inspector
general into Comey’s decision during
the election—his decisions—an inves-
tigation that had been underway since
January?

The shifting positions of President
Trump and Attorney General Sessions
lead me to believe something else is
going on here, that this is not about
Hillary Clinton’s emails but about
turning the page on Russia. In fact,
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last night, a White House spokesman
said so. Appearing on FOX News, White
House Deputy Press Secretary Sarah
Huckabee Sanders was asked how Di-
rector Comey’s firing would affect the
Russia investigation. She replied:

When are they going to let that go? It’s
been going on for nearly a year. Frankly, it’s
getting kind of absurd. There’s nothing
there. It’s time to move on. Frankly, it’s
time to focus on the things the American
people care about.

The American people care about
whether a hostile foreign government
influenced our election. They care
about whether advisers and associates
of the President helped that foreign
government do that.

The events that have occurred over
the past 24 hours are deeply, deeply un-
settling. As my Republican colleague
Senator FLAKE said last night:

I've spent the last several hours trying to
find an acceptable rationale for the timing of
Comey’s firing. I just can’t do it.

And I can’t either. In my view, the
timing and the circumstances sur-
rounding Director Comey’s dismissal
are very suspicious. For example, just
this morning, it was reported that Di-
rector Comey recently asked the Jus-
tice Department to provide additional
resources for the Russian investiga-
tion—a request that purportedly he
made personally to Deputy Attorney
General Rosenstein. This raises grave
concerns about the Trump Justice De-
partment’s ability to conduct a full,
fair, and impartial investigation. In
order to address these concerns, Attor-
ney General Sessions and Deputy At-
torney General Rosenstein should come
to the Senate and explain their in-
volvement to all of the Senators in this
body.

In the wake of what I believe was a
politically motivated decision to re-
move Director Comey, I no longer have
confidence that the Department of Jus-
tice can fulfill its obligation to resolve
this matter impartially. The situation
now calls very clearly for the appoint-
ment of a special prosecutor to oversee
the investigation into whether associ-
ates of the Trump organization or
former members of the Trump cam-
paign had knowledge of or participated
in the Russian attack on our democ-
racy.

I join my colleagues’ calls for an
independent inquiry so the American
people can have confidence that the in-
dividuals who conduct this investiga-
tion will follow the facts no matter
where they lead.

Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I am
here today to speak on a different
topic, but before the Senator from Min-
nesota leaves, I want to thank him for
his statement and for his observations,
which are dead-on about the need now
more than ever to have an independent
special counsel take a look at what has
happened here. I am very grateful for
that, and I believe that is the conclu-
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sion others in this Chamber, Repub-
licans and Democrats working to-
gether, will reach as well, as they let
sink in what has actually transpired
over the last 24 hours.

CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW ACT RESOLUTION

Mr. President, earlier today, in a
piece of good news around here, a bi-
partisan majority voted to block an ef-
fort that would have wasted taxpayer
resources, polluted our air, and acceler-
ated climate change. I thank my col-
leagues who voted that way, in par-
ticular the Republican Senators who
crossed the aisle to join us in this vote.
Today, we showed that Washington can
still come together to put the public
above the powerful. Today we showed
that, in the Senate at least, a majority
still exists for common sense, for pub-
lic health, and for good stewardship of
public resources.

Before this morning, the Trump ad-
ministration and some Members of
Congress sought to undo a rule from
the Bureau of Land Management that
had been a win for taxpayers, for busi-
nesses, and the environment. Across
the country, oil and gas companies pay
royalties to extract from Federal and
Tribal lands. Each year, these compa-
nies waste around $330 million worth of
gas because of inefficient operations,
from leaky pipes to excess burning, to
faulty vents.

By preserving this rule, we will give
taxpayers roughly $800 million in new
royalties over the next decade—re-
sources our communities could use to
invest in schools or to build roads,
bridges, and tunnels. Actually, the idea
that we are giving the money is not
right. The taxpayers will earn the roy-
alties to which they are entitled as a
result of these public lands.

This is a win all the way around. For
public health, it reduces toxic pollut-
ants in the air we breathe. For busi-
nesses, it cuts waste and expands their
bottom lines. For the planet, it curbs
leaking methane, which is up to 80
times more potent than a greenhouse
gas and accelerates climate change. In
fact, without the proper protections,
natural gas can burn as dirty as coal,
and the benefits that we have gotten
from natural gas would be dramati-
cally reduced.

Thanks to bipartisan cooperation,
this rule will remain in place. I want to
recognize Colorado’s leadership in
bringing us to this moment. In Colo-
rado, we led the Nation to adopt the
country’s first-ever rule to reduce
methane waste and pollution. The rule
enjoys support from environmental
groups, the oil and gas industry, and 83
percent of Coloradans.

Our approach was so successful that
the Bureau of Land Management drew
on it as a model for all Federal and
Tribal lands. In my State, when we
were thinking about passing this rule,
critics said that it would stifle energy
production, but the opposite has hap-
pened. Colorado’s natural gas produc-
tion has continued to rise, while oil
production has nearly doubled.
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Critics also argued that Colorado’s
rule would kill jobs. Once again, the
facts tell a very different story. In Col-
orado alone, 41 different companies put
people to work to repair pipes, monitor
pollution, and develop technologies to
reduce emissions. Our experience
showed that the rule spurred new jobs
and technologies, reduced pollution,
and protected the planet, all while fail-
ing to reduce energy production as
critics alleged. Those facts were crit-
ical in preserving the rule this morn-
ing.

Because of what we did this morning,
the national standard we preserved,
our State will not suffer from higher
methane pollution coming across the
border from other States. That would
have hurt Colorado’s economy. That
would have hurt tourism in one of the
most visited States in the country, and
it would have been deeply unfair to the
people of Colorado, to kids with asth-
ma and seniors who need clean air to
breathe, to the next generation of
Americans, of Coloradans who deserve
a healthy planet.

Now that Congress has spoken, the
administration should listen. My col-
leagues and I will vigorously oppose
any attempts by the Department of the
Interior to bypass, somehow adminis-
tratively, the decision that has been
made today. All of us need to remain
vigilant to ensure that this common-
sense protection remains in place, pro-
tecting Americans, protecting our en-
vironment, and I am grateful that
today, at least, we can come together
and put fact over ideology and put the
public good over narrow interests.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SCHUMER. Thank you,
President.

First, I want to thank my colleague
from Colorado for his outstanding re-
marks and, even much more important,
the work on the methane CRA. Much is
happening today, and not many people
paid much attention, I guess, because
they were so busy, but this is the first
CRA to go down, and it is probably the
most important one that came before
us. So the fact that it wasn’t voted on
means the people of America and the
people of the world can breathe a sigh
of relief because methane—one of the
great causes of global warming—will
not be released into the atmosphere as
easily.

Mr.

RUSSIA INVESTIGATION

Mr. President, now on the topic of
the day, this morning the Democratic
caucus met to discuss the cir-
cumstances of Mr. Comey’s dismissal
by the White House. There are many
questions to be answered and many ac-
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tions to be taken. We will be pursuing
several things in the coming days and
weeks that we decided in our caucus,
and we will have more to say about
those next steps in the days ahead, but
there are three things our caucus
agreed must happen right away.

First, Mr. Rosenstein should not be
the one to appoint the special pros-
ecutor. That responsibility should go
to the highest serving career civil serv-
ant at the Department of Justice.

Second, Mr. Comey is needed more
than ever to testify before the Senate.

Third, Attorney General Sessions and
Deputy Attorney General Rosenstein
should brief all Senators on these
events separately and in a classified
setting, if necessary, and they should
do it soon because the questions are
just swirling about, and there are more
every day, almost every hour.

Let me go over each.

First, it is the overwhelming view of
my caucus that a special prosecutor
should now be appointed to conduct the
investigation into the Trump cam-
paign’s ties to Russia. Mr. Rosenstein
cannot be the person to appoint him.

Serious doubts have been cast on Mr.
Rosenstein’s impartiality for two rea-
sons: First, there are many reports
that Director Comey met with Deputy
Attorney General Rod Rosenstein last
week to make a request for more re-
sources or help with the investigation
into the Trump campaign’s ties to Rus-
sia. That would make the timing of
this firing even more suspect. Second,
Mr. Rosenstein signed his name to a
highly political memo arguing for Di-
rector Comey’s dismissal and made no
complaint about the involvement of
the Attorney General, who had recused
himself from all matters relating to
the Russia investigation, in recom-
mending the firing of the man who was
leading it.

It is hard to believe that a seasoned
prosecutor without bias would have al-
lowed Sessions to be a part of this. It is
also hard to believe that a seasoned
prosecutor would write such a memo,
which seems highly political—not in
the kind of language and not with the
kind of annotation that prosecutors
normally write.

These facts make it clear that the de-
cision to appoint a special prosecutor
should go to the highest ranking civil
servant at the Department of Justice.
Mr. Rosenstein and other political ap-
pointees appointed by the President,
whom they are supposed to investigate,
should not be the ones making a spe-
cial call on a prosecutor, lest that deci-
sion be seen as influenced or, worse,
made at the direction of the adminis-
tration.

We need to assure the American peo-
ple that they can have confidence in
our criminal justice system to conduct
the Russian investigation impartially.
The best and only way to do that now
would be for a career civil servant at
the Department of Justice to be the
person who decides on a special pros-
ecutor. It should not be a political ap-
pointee who makes such a decision.
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My friend, our great senior Senator
from the State of California, brought
this up in our meeting. Senator FEIN-
STEIN’s call that the appointment be
made by someone who is a career civil
servant, not a political appointee, has
the widespread support of our caucus
and is the only fair thing to do.

Second, we have also learned that
Mr. Comey will no longer be appearing
before the Intelligence Committee to-
morrow. In his stead will be the Acting
FBI Director, Andrew McCabe. There
are so many unanswered questions that
only Mr. Comey can answer. We Demo-
crats hope and expect that he will still
come before the Senate in some capac-
ity.

I for one salute Senator BURR and
Senator WARNER for inviting him to
testify next week before the Intel-
ligence Committee. It is the right
thing to do. We ought to hear from Mr.
Comey. At this moment of profound
doubt about the reasons and timing of
FBI Director Comey’s firing by the
President and about the status and
progress of a very serious investigation
into the Trump campaign and Russia
by his agency, we require answers.

Third, the recent revelations about
the Rosenstein and Comey meeting de-
mand that the Attorney General and
the Deputy Attorney General—Attor-
ney General Sessions and Deputy At-
torney General Rosenstein—brief the
Senate and answer questions because of
so many things swirling about from
last night’s firing. That briefing could
be classified if necessary—it may be
part classified, part not—and each
briefing should be done separately.

Let me speak plainly. The prospect
that a campaign for the Presidency of
the United States colluded with a for-
eign power in order to win our Nation’s
highest office is as grave a topic for an
investigation as there could be. It gets
right to the heart of the pillar of our
democracy: the fair and free elections
of our representatives. And the fact
that Mr. Rosenstein and Attorney Gen-
eral Sessions were involved in this fir-
ing when there are so many questions
swirling about means they must come
before us to answer questions. I hope
Leader MCCONNELL will understand the
need for that and answer the plea I
made this morning about this.

Furthermore, the fact that Mr.
Rosenstein—which came out after I
made my request—the fact that Mr.
Rosenstein, by all reports, had a meet-
ing with Director Comey where Comey
asked for more resources makes it all
the more important for Rosenstein to
come because that might be the reason
Comey was fired—because he was pur-
suing the investigation in an acceler-
ated way that was very much needed.

So what we are seeking—the only
thing we are seeking—are assurances
that this investigation will be carried
out in an impartial, independent way;
that we get all the facts; that we get to
the very bottom of this. All we are
seeking is some assurance that the sub-
ject of this investigation is not able to
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influence it or, God forbid, quash it.
The topic of this investigation itself is
very serious. The possibility that the
investigation is being impeded or tam-
pered with is even worse. That threat-
ens the integrity of our criminal jus-
tice system and the hallowed American
belief in rule of law. I believe this rises
far above party labels. I believe it rises
far above partisan politics.

I have been heartened that several
Republicans have expressed concerns. I
hope and expect our Republican friends
will join us in these efforts to make
sure this investigation is conducted in
the manner it deserves. We want
Congress’s role to be nonpartisan, look-
ing at the good of neither political
party but, rather, the good of our dear
country.

These are tough and serious times.
We cannot shirk from our responsibil-
ities, neither Democrats nor Repub-
licans. I hope everyone in this Chamber
will rise to the occasion.

I thank my good friend from Min-
nesota for allowing me to speak.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

FIRING OF JAMES COMEY

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I
join in the minority leader’s remarks
and his plan for moving forward, which
is a bipartisan plan and a plea for our
colleagues to work together.

America is not like some countries
where people are all of the same ethnic
background or practice the same reli-
gion. America is an idea. America is an
ideal. America is something that is
grounded in our democracy.

Way back centuries ago, our Found-
ing Fathers were concerned about for-
eign influence on our democracy. They
were concerned at the time about
Great Britain. Well, now we have an-
other concern, and that concern is Rus-
sia. It is not just the Democrats’ con-
cern. As one of our colleagues, Senator
RUBIO, has noted in the past, maybe
this election was an attack on one po-
litical candidate in one party, but next
time it will be the other party. That is
why we must join together and handle
this correctly and in the spirit of our
democracy and our Constitution.

I have known Director Comey for a
long time. We were classmates at the
University of Chicago Law School. He
was well liked in our class, and he
earned the respect of the agents he su-
pervised and the law enforcement he
worked with. I made it clear to him
that I didn’t agree with how he handled
the email investigation regarding Sec-
retary Clinton, but nevertheless this
man is a hard worker and someone of
integrity. Just because someone
doesn’t agree with how an investiga-
tion is handled, even if it is in a big
way, doesn’t mean this person should
be fired.

FBI Directors have 10-year terms for
a reason; that is because we want them
to be independent from political influ-
ence.

All Americans, including those who
have criticized Director Comey for
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whatever reason in the past, should be
very troubled by the timing of this fir-
ing.

Let’s look at the past week. We
started the week on Monday, when
Former Director Clapper testified in
great detail about the Russian threat
to our democracy and the fact that the
Russians feel empowered and that he
believes they will do it again and
again. We also were on the heels of the
French cyber attack, where their elec-
tions were attacked and where Russia
was trying to get involved in their
elections.

Former Acting Attorney General
Sally Yates testified, and she made
very clear that she had not just given
a heads-up to the administration that
their National Security Advisor was
compromised by the Russians—no. She
had two formal meetings over at the
White House. She outlined in detail
how she had gone over to the White
House and voiced her concerns.

When I asked both Former Director
Clapper and former Acting Attorney
General Yates whether this was mate-
rial for blackmail—when you have a
high-ranking official saying one thing
on a tape recording that the Russians
knew he had said and then another to
the Vice President of the United
States—if that was material for black-
mail, they said yes, definitively yes,
that he had been compromised.

Yet, as it became clear, the White
House then allowed the National Secu-
rity Advisor, General Flynn, to stay on
for 18 days, including being part of an
hour-long conversation between the
President of the United States and
Vladimir Putin. So that is what hap-
pened on Monday.

We know what was going to happen
tomorrow, Thursday, which is that Di-
rector Comey was going to testify in
his capacity as the FBI Director in
front of the Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee. We know questions were going
to be asked about Russia. Of course, I
commend Senators BURR and WARNER
for inviting him again next week in his
capacity now as a private citizen.

Yet, when you look at what has hap-
pened here—the Yates and Clapper tes-
timony on Monday, the Comey testi-
mony expected on Thursday—what is
sandwiched in between? It is the firing
of the FBI Director. By the way, this is
the same FBI Director who had the au-
dacity to tell the truth before Congress
when he was asked whether President
Obama had wiretapped the Trump
Tower, as alleged by President Trump
in a tweet at 6 in the morning. The FBI
Director truthfully answered, no, that
it did not happen. That is also some-
thing that has happened in the past
month.

Today we learned that just days be-
fore he was fired, Mr. Comey asked sen-
ior officials at the Justice Department
for more resources in order to carry
out the Russia investigation.

Now, what are my colleagues saying
about this? I think it is very important
to note that the two Senators who are
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privy to the most classified informa-
tion—Senator MCCAIN, as chair of the
Armed Services Committee, and Sen-
ator BURR, as chair of the Intelligence
Committee—have both expressed seri-
ous concerns about what has happened.

Senator MCCAIN said he was dis-
appointed, and Senator BURR, the Re-
publican chair of the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee, said:

I am troubled by the timing and reasoning
of Director Comey’s termination. I have
found Director Comey to be a public servant
of the highest order, and his dismissal fur-
ther confuses an already difficult investiga-
tion by the Committee.

Senator FLAKE said:

I have spent the last several hours trying
to find an acceptable rationale for the tim-
ing of Comey’s firing. I just can’t do it.

The reasoning the White House is
using for Director Comey’s firing is bi-
zarre, and that is why I believe Senator
BURR said that his dismissal further
confuses an already difficult investiga-
tion.

The memo provided by Deputy Attor-
ney General Rosenstein cites old jus-
tifications. These are quotes from let-
ters that I remember from the Presi-
dential campaign, and they are used in
the letter as a justification.

If the administration found Director
Comey’s conduct during the election to
be so problematic, why now—right,
smack in the middle of the advance-
ments of this Russia investigation?

The answer, I believe, is that the jus-
tification that is provided in the memo
is a pretext. The fact that President
Trump’s termination letter to Director
Comey strangely discusses the fact
that Director Comey informed the
President that he was not under inves-
tigation in the context of the Russia
investigation sheds light on what this
is really about; that Director Comey
was seeking the truth.

Senator BURR said that Director
Comey has been more forthcoming
with information than any FBI Direc-
tor he can recall in his tenure on the
congressional intelligence committees.
In firing Comey, President Trump has
cast doubt about the independence and
viability of any further investigation
into the foreign interference of our de-
mocracy.

Why was Attorney General Sessions,
who had recused himself from the in-
vestigation on Russian interference,
able to influence the firing of the man
at the helm of the Russia investiga-
tion?

That is one of the questions we want
answered and why, by the way, we be-
lieve it is important to have a closed-
door briefing with the Deputy Attorney
General and his predecessor.

Did Deputy Attorney General Rosen-
stein act on his own or at the direction
of Attorney General Sessions or the
White House?

Are reports that the President had
been searching for a rationale to fire
the FBI Director for more than a week
true?

Was his firing influenced by any re-
cent developments in the investiga-
tion, like the issuance of grand jury
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subpoenas or Director Comey’s recent
request for more resources for the Rus-
sia investigation?

Why didn’t the President wait for the
inspector general’s investigation into
Director Comey’s handling of the Clin-
ton email investigation to conclude be-
fore making his decision to fire him?

I am a former prosecutor. I believe in
facts, and I believe in evidence. These
decisions should not have been made
without these facts and without this
evidence and while in the middle of a
major investigation of Russian influ-
ence in our election. Answers to these
questions are essential in getting to
the truth and in ensuring that an inde-
pendent investigation at the FBI can
continue.

For months, U.S. intelligence agen-
cies—17 of them—have said that Russia
used covert cyber attacks, espionage,
and harmful propaganda to try and un-
dermine our democracy. Reports show
it. The facts prove it. When former Di-
rector of National Intelligence Clapper
testified, he said Russia will continue
to interfere in our election system.

This is what he said exactly:

I believe [Russia is] now emboldened to
continue such activities in the future, both
here and around the world, and to do so even
more intensely. If there has ever been a clar-
ion call for vigilance and action against a
threat to the very foundation of our demo-
cratic political system, this episode is it.

I was in that hearing and asked ques-
tions of Clapper when he said this:
““Vigilance.” That is what he said—vig-
ilance.

How can we call it vigilance, when
the FBI Director, who is conducting
the investigation, has been fired? What
message does that send to Russia? Does
that make them think we are serious
about this investigation; that we want
to get to the bottom of it and that we
do not want it to happen again? No. It
sends the opposite message.

Aides and surrogates of the Trump
administration, during the campaign
and the transition, were in contact
with officials from a foreign govern-
ment that was actively working to tear
our democracy apart. We need to know
why and when and how. In the first
question, that is what I really want to
know—the ‘“‘why.”

This week, former Acting Attorney
General Sally Yates, as I mentioned,
and Director Clapper reminded us that
on the very day President Obama im-
posed sanctions on Russia for its un-
precedented attacks on our democracy,
a member of the Trump transition
team spoke to a senior Russian official
regarding those sanctions. Michael
Flynn, the National Security Advisor—
the person charged with the most sen-
sitive matters of U.S. national secu-
rity—was not truthful with the Vice
President. He lied to the Vice Presi-
dent about contact with Russian offi-
cials. In turn, the American people
were misled.

After the Department of Justice
warned the administration that the
National Security Advisor had lied and
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may be vulnerable to blackmail by the
Russian Government, what did the ad-
ministration do? It continued to allow
General Flynn to handle top secret in-
formation for 18 more days. They let
him participate in an hour-long phone
call between President Trump and
Vladimir Putin. In fact, decisive action
was not taken until the Washington
Post revealed what was happening.

We have now seen two people resign—
Trump’s campaign manager and his
National Security Advisor. The one
thing they have in common is Russia
and the President. We have also seen
three people fired—Sally Yates, the
Acting Attorney General of the United
States, who was simply doing her job;
Preet Bharara, the U.S. attorney in
New York City; and Jim Comey, the
FBI Director. The one thing they have
in common is that they were all inves-
tigating links, and they were doing
their jobs.

Think about that. Let that sink in.
The independent government officials
who were or could have been charged
with getting to the truth, no matter
where it led, were fired.

We owe it to the American people to
get to the bottom of what is going on
here. It is our job to get to the bottom
of this because the President of the
United States—President Trump—can-
not fire Congress. We need to know the
full extent of the Trump campaign’s
contact with the Russian Government
during the campaign and transition, in-
cluding what was said and what was
done and who knew about it.

That is why, on January 4, I stood
with Senator CARDIN and with ADAM
SCHIFF and ELIJAH CUMMINGS, of the
House of Representatives, and called
for an independent commission. Now,
this is different than the special pros-
ecutor whom we need to handle the
criminal investigation. This is also dif-
ferent than the good work that is being
done by the Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee under the leadership of Sen-
ators BURR and WARNER.

To me, an independent commission
would help us because it could get to
the bottom of what has happened, with
the intent of making sure it does not
happen again, in order to protect our
democracy. It could have recommenda-
tions, just like the 9/11 Commission
had, on how we could improve our laws.
It could have recommendations on
what we could do if the media gets hold
of information that is the result of a
cyber attack from a foreign govern-
ment. It could have recommendations
of what political parties and campaigns
could do—perhaps even in agreement—
when they get access to information
that is a result of a cyber attack
against the opposite party.

It was not that long ago when cam-
paigns would come upon debate infor-
mation and other things and would
simply put it in an envelope and send it
back to the other side. We can do this,
but that is not going to come out of
some simple piece of legislation or
from the work that the Intelligence
Committee is doing.
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That is why I believe we need this
independent commission as well as a
special prosecutor to look into all con-
tacts between Trump aides and surro-
gates and Russian officials during the
campaign, transition, and administra-
tion. This prosecutor must be fair and
impartial and completely unattached
to either political party.

In addition to the independent com-
mission, we also need our congressional
committees, as I mentioned, to con-
tinue to exercise their oversight au-
thority.

Since the election, we have heard a
lot about the three branches of govern-
ment and our system of checks and bal-
ances. One of Congress’s fundamental
jobs, as I told a group of students in my
office today, is to closely oversee the
executive branch in order to ensure
that the law is being properly followed
and enforced. This shouldn’t just be
things that students learn from their
Senators when they come in during
school trips or be what they learn from
a textbook. This is actually our job.

This means that in addition to this
independent, 9/11-style Commission, we
must make sure our congressional
committees continue to investigate
Russian interference in our political
system. We have subpoena power. We
need to use it.

Some of my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle understand the importance
of doing our jobs in order to get to the
bottom of this. As I mentioned, we
have the Intelligence Committee inves-
tigation, but we also have the Judici-
ary subcommittee, on which I serve,
led by Senators GRAHAM and WHITE-
HOUSE. They are the ones who held the
hearing with Sally Yates and Director
Clapper this week.

This is an unprecedented time in our
country’s history. We are witnessing a
singular moment of constitutional and
democratic unease. In recent months,
foundational elements of our democ-
racy, including the rule of law, have
been questioned, challenged, and even
undermined.

Several of my colleagues have com-
pared the President’s action to Presi-
dent Richard Nixon’s firing of special
prosecutor Archibald Cox, who was in-
vestigating Watergate. Even then, Mr.
Cox was replaced by a new special pros-
ecutor. Today, we have no special pros-
ecutor to determine whether the Presi-
dent’s campaign colluded with a hostile
foreign power. Some in Congress are
continuing to resist any serious inves-
tigation. For that reason, our democ-
racy may be in even greater peril. The
night he was fired, Mr. Cox defended
his decision to conduct the Watergate
investigation as he saw fit rather than
to yield to the President’s order that
he limit his request for tape record-
ings.

Cox said: ‘“Whether ours shall con-
tinue to be a government of laws and
not of men is now for Congress and, ul-
timately, the American people.”
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He is right. The American people de-
serve a thorough, independent inves-
tigation into the extent of Russia’s in-
terference in the 2016 Presidential elec-
tion.

This is not a partisan issue. Ameri-
cans deserve answers now. And where
should they get those answers? They
should get those answers from this
Chamber, because we, as Members of
the Senate, cannot be fired.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
TOOMEY). The Senator from Texas.

RUSSIA INVESTIGATION

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I was
listening with interest to our friend
and colleague from Minnesota talk
about the Russia investigation. I agree
with her 100 percent that it is our re-
sponsibility to get to the bottom of
what exactly happened with respect to
Russian involvement in our elections,
much as they got involved in the elec-
tions in France, using the combined
process commonly known as active
measures. Active measures are a com-
bination of cyber espionage, propa-
ganda, and a use of social media
through paid trolls who can then actu-
ally try to raise the visibility of some
of this propaganda such that it then
becomes part of the mainstream media
and becomes accepted as part of the de-
bate in democratic societies.

I believe we share a bipartisan and
universal commitment to get to the
bottom of what happened in our last
election.

I would note that there are two mem-
bers of the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee who actually serve as members
of the Senate Intelligence Committee,
which is actively involved in a rigorous
bipartisan investigation. That would be
myself and Senator FEINSTEIN, the
ranking member of the Senate Judici-
ary Committee, who is also the former
chair of the Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee.

Senator FEINSTEIN has said recently
that there is no evidence of collusion
between the administration and Rus-
sia. I think she would share with me a
commitment not to stop there but to
find out where the facts take us. In-
deed, thanks to Chairman BURR and
thanks to Vice Chairman WARNER, our
bipartisan Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee has unprecedented access to raw
intelligence, from the National Secu-
rity Agency, the CIA, and from all
sources of the intelligence community.
We have access to some of the most
sensitive intelligence gathered by the
U.S. Government. I think that is due to
the credit and leadership of Chairman
BURR and Vice Chairman WARNER that
our committee has remained bipartisan
and we are leaving no stone unturned
to get to the bottom of what exactly
happened.

So I know people are concerned, and
I share that concern. We need to come
up with a program of countermeasures
to deal with this because the Russian
Government has been amping up their
game for some time now, and now they

(Mr.
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are operating at certainly dangerous
levels when it comes to trying to inter-
fere in our most basic democratic insti-
tutions, like our elections.

I would say, as far as the Department
of Justice is concerned, that Rod
Rosenstein was confirmed by this body
by a vote of 94 to 6. That is probably
the only Trump nomination so far
since he has been President that has
enjoyed such broad bipartisan support.
It is because of his distinguished
record, most recently as the U.S. attor-
ney in Baltimore.

I remember hearing from our Sen-
ators from Maryland, for example,
Democrats who were praising Rod
Rosenstein and saying he was exactly
the kind of person we needed in this
sensitive job as Deputy Attorney Gen-
eral.

But now our colleagues seem to for-
get their very own conviction and vote
on Rod Rosenstein, and now they say
that he can’t be fair, that he has some-
how an appearance of a conflict of in-
terest, making it necessary to appoint
a special counsel, which, by the way,
also then reports to the leadership at
the Department of Justice.

I think we ought to give Mr. Rosen-
stein a chance to demonstrate that he
is capable of leading that investigation
at the Department of Justice, under-
standing that our role here in the Con-
gress is not to pursue a criminal inves-
tigation and case. That is the job of the
Department of Justice. Our job, in par-
allel fashion, is for oversight reasons
and to let the American people and
ourselves know exactly what happened.
That is why the investigation of the bi-
partisan Senate Select Committee on
Intelligence is so important, in addi-
tion to the hearings we are having in
the Judiciary Committee, on which the
Senator from Minnesota and I happen
to serve as well.

So we do need to get to the bottom of
what happened, and I am confident we
will. It is our duty, and we will get the
job done.

HEALTHCARE LEGISLATION

On another topic, Mr. President, last
week our colleagues in the House took
the first necessary step to deliver on
our campaign promises for the last
three elections to repeal and replace
ObamaCare. Why is that important?
Well, because of the impact of
ObamaCare on premiums and
deductibles for many people, millions
of people, literally, are now being
priced out of the insurance market,
and their insurance, even though they
have the policy, is really unavailable
to them because they have, for exam-
ple, such high deductibles. We know in-
surance companies continue to pull out
of the marketplace, and people are re-
duced to little or no choices when it
comes to where to buy their insurance,
because, frankly, ObamaCare was over-
sold and underdelivered.

The President said: If you like your
policy, you can Kkeep it. Well, that
proved to be false. He said: If you like
your doctor, you can keep your doctor.
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Well, that didn’t turn out to be true,
either. He said that a family of four
would save an average of $2,500 on their
premiums, and that didn’t prove to be
true, either.

So like most command and control
from Washington, DC—notwith-
standing, perhaps, the aspirations of
our colleagues across the aisle to de-
liver affordable healthcare to the
American people—it simply failed to do
so, and it is in serious distress—even a
meltdown.

So we would invite our colleagues
across the aisle—our Democrat
friends—to join with us to help rescue
the American people from this failure
of the Affordable Care Act.

The House passed a bill last week—
the American Health Care Act. It is
not a perfect bill. I dare say the Senate
is going to take up a bill of its own,
and we will try to work with our House
colleagues to try to get legislation to
the President and signed into law that
will rescue the American people and
will finally deliver on our promise of
more affordable premiums, better ac-
cess, and real choice.

But it is really not enough to just
stand back and criticize those who are
actually trying to rescue those who are
in harm’s way as a result of the fail-
ures of ObamaCare. That, so far, is
what our friends across the aisle are
doing. They are not lifting a finger to
help the people hurt today by
ObamaCare. We would challenge them
to get involved and to work with us.

Many of our colleagues have come to
the floor and talked about stories they
have heard from their constituents
back in their States and the harm that
the Affordable Care Act has caused.
Premiums have skyrocketed. Millions
have been kicked off their healthcare
plans. The economy is saddled with bil-
lions of dollars in new regulations. Em-
ployers are laying people off or not hir-
ing new people because, frankly, they
don’t want to suffer the additional fi-
nancial burdens of ObamacCare.

Instead of having more access to
more health insurance options, Tex-
ans—the people I represent—have less
of both.

The bottom line is ObamaCare has
failed, and it is up to us to provide
some relief to the people who are being
hurt by the failure of ObamaCare. We
invite our colleagues to work with us
to do that.

Since the creation of ObamaCare, I
have been hearing regularly from my
constituents back home in Texas how
they need relief from the healthcare
law and they need it now. Every letter,
phone call, or conversation produces
similar themes. One of my constitu-
ents, for example, is a woman who was
paying about $300 a month for her
health insurance, but under a span of
just a few months, that premium sky-
rocketed to $800—$300 to $800. I don’t
know many people who can withstand
that kind of increase in their expenses
for healthcare.
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She wrote to me and said: ‘“This has
to stop—and quality, flexible plans
need to return for individuals.”

I agree with her.

Another wrote in to say that before
ObamaCare her daughter was getting
what she considered to be adequate
healthcare insurance for about $190 a
month with just a $500 deductible. Now
that has gone up to a payment of al-
most $400 a month—roughly, doubled—
with a deductible of more than $6,000.
What are people supposed to do with a
deductible of $6,000 which says you
have to pay $6,000 before your insur-
ance pays a penny? It is essentially no
good to most hard-working, middle
class families.

So ObamaCare does not equal
healthcare that is affordable or better
for Americans. It is simply not work-
ing.

In fact, in Texas, if you have a gross
income of about $24,000 a year, under
ObamacCare, you could end up spending
about 30 percent of your total income
on healthcare costs alone—30 percent
of your gross income on healthcare and
related costs.

Fortunately, thanks to the passage
of the American Healthcare Act, or the
AHCA, which passed the House last
week, we have the beginning of a path
forward to provide a lifeline to those
people who are simply priced out of the
market today—the 30 million people
who don’t have insurance—and those
who simply can’t use the health cov-
erage they have under ObamaCare.

So I look forward to working with
our Senate colleagues—hopefully, all of
our Senate colleagues, if they are will-
ing—to help improve the House bill and
to get it passed in this Chamber and
signed by the President.

This is not something we can do
without the support of every Repub-
lican Senator, but my hope is that we
would do this with the help of more
than just Republicans.

Our goal to repeal and replace this
bill has been, of course, no secret.

We need legislation that will reform
Medicaid. With the American
Healthcare Act, we have the first
major healthcare entitlement reform
in a generation, without eliminating
anybody who is currently covered by
Medicaid today.

We also need to do away with
ObamacCare’s job-killing taxes, like the
individual and the employer mandate. I
remember, in Tyler, TX, a few years
ago, meeting with a single mom who
worked in a restaurant who told me
that her hours had been cut from 40
hours a week to less than 30 hours a
week because her employer didn’t want
to pay the employer mandate and so
basically had to cut people from full-
time work back to part-time work. So
what did she do? She had to get an-
other job as a single mom, working in
a restaurant in Tyler, TX. That is the
sort of unintended consequence of
ObamaCare.

Then there is the medical device
tax—something the Presiding Officer
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has led on—which is a tax on innova-
tion. This isn’t even a tax on income.
It is a tax on gross receipts. I have had
some medical device companies from
my State tell me they have had to
move their operations to Costa Rica in
order to avoid the medical device tax,
which has crippled their ability to in-
novate and invest in their business.
Then there is the tax on investments
and the tax on prescription drugs. Mid-
dle-income Americans and our job cre-
ators need and will get massive tax re-
lief when we repeal and replace
ObamacCare.

So that is what 52 Members of the
Republican conference are working on
and what we would like to work on
with our colleagues across the aisle, if
they are willing to help. We welcome
their ideas. Actually, a bipartisan solu-
tion would be preferable to one done
strictly along party lines. But all Mem-
bers of the Republican conference are
at the table working on that today.
There is no denying that our country
can’t afford another one-size-fits-all
approach to healthcare. The American
people need relief from the unwork-
able, unsustainable system that Presi-
dent Obama promised—or delivered,
which is very different from what he
promised. I am confident that we can
get there by working together to re-
sponsibly provide relief and, in doing
so, empower individuals to deliver
more options and competition and re-
sponsibly help those who need care to
have more access to it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

———

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to proceed to legislative session.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.
The motion was agreed to.

———————

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to proceed to executive session to
consider Calendar No. 37, Jeffrey Rosen
to be Deputy Secretary of Transpor-
tation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the nomination.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Jeffrey A. Rosen, of Virginia,
to be Deputy Secretary of Transpor-
tation.

The

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
send a cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

S2871

The legislative clerk read as follows:
CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Jeffrey A. Rosen, of Virginia, to be
Deputy Secretary of Transportation.

Mitch McConnell, John Cornyn, Tom
Cotton, Dan Sullivan, Shelley Moore
Capito, John Barrasso, Roger F.
Wicker, Mike Rounds, Orrin G. Hatch,
Bill Cassidy, Pat Roberts, Mike Crapo,
Lamar Alexander, Richard Burr, John
Thune, Jerry Moran, James E. Risch.

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the man-
datory quorum call with respect to the
cloture motion be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————
LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to proceed to legislative session.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.
The motion was agreed to.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to proceed to executive session to
consider Calendar No. 35, Rachel L.
Brand to be Associate Attorney Gen-
eral.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Rachel L. Brand, of Iowa, to
be Associate Attorney General.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
send a cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Rachel L. Brand, of Iowa, to be As-
sociate Attorney General.

Mitch McConnell, John Boozman, Jeff
Flake, Thom Tillis, Richard Burr, Mike
Crapo, John Barrasso, Chuck Grassley,
Mike Rounds, John Kennedy, John
Thune, Pat Roberts, James E. Risch,
Orrin G. Hatch, Shelley Moore Capito,
Lindsey Graham, John Cornyn.

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the man-
datory quorum call with respect to the
cloture motion be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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